Educational Policy Committee Meeting – Packet 02/08/2018 by UC Hastings Board of Directors
University of California, Hastings College of the Law
UC Hastings Scholarship Repository
2018 Board of Directors Agenda and Materials Board of Directors Agenda and Materials
2-8-2018
Educational Policy Committee Meeting – Packet
02/08/2018
UC Hastings Board of Directors
Follow this and additional works at: https://repository.uchastings.edu/board_materials_2018
This Educational Policy Committee is brought to you for free and open access by the Board of Directors Agenda and Materials at UC Hastings
Scholarship Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in 2018 Board of Directors Agenda and Materials by an authorized administrator of UC
Hastings Scholarship Repository.
Recommended Citation
UC Hastings Board of Directors, Educational Policy Committee Meeting – Packet 02/08/2018 (2018).
Available at: https://repository.uchastings.edu/board_materials_2018/34
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HASTINGS  
COLLEGE  
OF THE LAW 
 
 
EDUCATIONAL POLICY 
COMMITTEE MEETING 
 
February 8, 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTICE OF MEETING 
 
 
The Educational Policy Committee of the University of California Hastings College of the Law 
Board of Directors will meet on Thursday, February 8, 2018. 
 
EVENT:  Meeting of the University of California, 
   Hastings College of the Law Board of Directors 
   Educational Policy Committee 
 
DATE:  Thursday, February 8, 2018 
 
PLACE:  UC Hastings College of the Law 
A. Frank Bray Board Room 
198 McAllister Street, 1-Mezzanine 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
STARTING TIME: 9:00 a.m. 
 
AGENDA:                  See Attached 
 
This notice is available at the following University of California, Hastings College of the Law website 
address:  http://www.uchastings.edu/board 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
For further information please contact Elise Traynum, Secretary of the Board of Directors, 198 McAllister Street, 
San Francisco, CA 94102, and (415) 565-4851.  You are encouraged to inform Ms. Traynum of your intent to speak 
during the public comment period 72 hours in advance of the meeting. 
 
The University of California, Hastings College of the Law subscribes to the Americans with Disabilities Act.  If you 
need reasonable accommodations, please contact the Secretary’s Office by 10 a.m. on Monday, February 5, 2018. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW 
 
EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING 
AGENDA 
 
 
Thursday, February 8, 2018 – 9:00 a.m. 
UC Hastings College of the Law 
A. Frank Bray Board Room 
198 McAllister Street, 1-Mezzanine 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
 
1. Roll Call 
 
   Chair Simona Agnolucci 
   Director Claes Lewenhaupt 
   Director Mary Noel Pepys 
   Director Chip Robertson 
 
  2. Public Comment        (Oral)  
 
*3. Approval of Minutes – November 9, 2017     (Written) 
 
4.  Bar Success 
Presented by Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
4.1 Bar Success – Full Report by Dr. Stephen N. Goggin, Ph.D.  
Re: July 2017 Bar Outcomes      (Written) 
4.2  Bar Success – Comparing July 2017 Bar Success Strategies and  
Bar Exam Outcomes at UC Hastings and Other California Law  
Schools        (Written) 
4.3  Bar Success – Preliminary Evaluation of Curricular Innovations  
Implemented in Fall 2017      (Written) 
 
5.   LLM Enrollment Management– China      (Oral) 
Presented by Chancellor & Dean David L. Faigman 
 
*6. Adjournment         (Oral)  
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     EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING 
Roll-Call 
 
Here Absent  
Chair Simona Agnolucci 
Director Marci Dragun 
Director Claes Lewenhaupt  
Director Mary Noel Pepys 
Director Chip Robertson 
 
Start time: ______:______a.m. 
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EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING 
Public Comment Period 
This item is reserved for members of the public to comment on non-agenda and agenda items. 
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ACTION ITEM:  Approval of Minutes: November 9, 2017 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
HASTINGS COLLEGE OF THE LAW 
 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
NOVEMBER 9, 2017 
 
 
 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
Board of Directors Present: 
   Director Simona Agnolucci 
   Director Claes Lewenhaupt 
Director Mary Noel Pepys 
Director Tom Gede (Ex-Oficio) 
 
Directors Absent:  
   Director Marci Dragun 
    
Staff Present: 
   Chancellor & Dean David Faigman 
   General Counsel Elise Traynum 
Chief Financial Officer David Seward  
Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
Director of Accreditation and Assessment Andrea Bing 
    
Other Participants: 
 
 
2. PUBLIC COMMENT 
None 
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: August 10, 2017     
Director Agnolucci called for the approval of the August 10, 2017 minutes. The minutes 
were approved as distributed. 
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4. ACADEMIC PROGRAM ISSUES 
4.1 LEOP Director – Hiring Update    (Written and Oral) 
Presented by Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
 
Academic Dean Morris Ratner provided an update regarding the hiring process to fill the vacant 
position of LEOP Director. A national candidate search produced 25 applicants. From that pool, 
the search team selected six candidates to attend day-long campus interviews. Dean Ratner 
reported that the campus interviews were structured to be as inclusive as possible; therefore, in 
addition to meeting with Assistant Dean of Academic and Professional Success Stefano 
Moscato, Chancellor & Dean David Faigman Dean Ratner, the finalist candidates also met with a 
panel of LEOP students, faculty advisors to the LEOP program, and LEOP alumni. After 
aggregating the data from those interviews, the search team extended a job offer to Elizabeth 
McGriff.  
 
Ms. McGriff, a UC Hastings alumna, currently serves as the Interim Director of Law Student 
Support at Golden Gate University. She previously served as Director of Diversity Pipeline 
Programs at the Bar Association of San Francisco. While studying at UC Hastings, she was a 
student leader, and she has been a speaker at the UC Hastings black law students' graduation. 
While she has worked primarily in the education field, Ms. McGriff has had three stints working 
in the private sector as well. She will begin her new position on December 1, 2017. 
 
Dean Ratner reported that in the fall semester, the College has made progress in aligning the 
academic support function of LEOP with the bolstered academic support and academic skills 
programming for all students. In addition, the LEOP Admissions Committee has had on 
opportunity to reflect more on the LEOP admissions process, both in terms of the standards 
applied by the College and the processes that have been in place.  
 
Dean Ratner reported that approximately 15 percent of the IL incoming class were LEOP 
admissions. Director Simona Agnolucci asked whether LEOP admits tend to remain at the 
College for the full three years of law school. Dean Ratner stated that the College has a difficult 
time retaining LEOP students who place in the top quartile, or even the top two quartiles 
because, usually, they are poached by higher-ranked law schools.  He noted that one of the side 
benefits of having faculty advisors engaging with LEOP students is that there could be retention 
benefits as the students will feel more integrated. Dean Ratner added that in addition to hiring 
Elizabeth McGriff as Director of LEOP, the College added to her title Equity and Inclusion 
Advisor with the idea that she would be instrumental in identifying initiatives that would help 
with retention efforts.  Also, she will reexamine the College’s experience with pipeline 
programs.   
 
Dean Ratner also observed that the College has a great LEOP alumni group. He noted that this  
group has been largely informal; however this year, the College endeavored to formalize this 
group by creating a panel of LEOP alumni advisors. This panel is meant to be a professional 
networking component.   
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4.2  LexLab – Vision and Update      (Written and Oral) 
Presented by Academic Dean Morris Ratner and Chancellor & Dean David Faigman 
  
 Dean Ratner provided a brief explanation of LexLab, an online hub that coalesces co-curricular 
or not-for-credit educational opportunities and a co-curricular or not-for-credit speaker series. He 
noted the overlapping LexLab components: (Incubator, Curriculum, Speaker Series, and Online 
Resources and Special Projects.   
 
The LexLab website memorializes the LexLab activities on campus, special projects that allow 
students to engage with both the persons within UC Hastings that have a particular interest here, 
legal tech, and persons externally who are engaged in that same project of legal technology, and 
UC Hastings curriculum.  Students will have opportunities to network with the startup 
community in San Francisco, to acquire entrepreneurial, design, and technical skills necessary to 
envision and implement advancements in legal services and to promote access to justice via the 
delivery of more affordable legal services. Vehicles for achieving these aims include the 
establishment of a legal tech incubator at UC Hastings. 
 
Dean Ratner observed that the concept of LexLab addresses four key problems that UC Hastings 
has struggled with. First, there is a natural wall between the College and the external world 
because what is happening at UC Hastings is not always visible from the outside. A second 
aspect is a lack of connectivity between the many people on campus who are working on 
interesting projects, such as people in the legal technologies space and professors who are 
teaching classes like artificial intelligence and data privacy, student groups that are focused on 
law and technology, and speakers who come to campus who are not aware of this rich campus 
life that is taking place under the surface.  
 
A third challenge is that UC Hastings students are studying law in a time of rapidly changing 
technology. UC Hastings graduates will need to have technical skills, such as eDiscovery skills, 
an essential component of civil procedure.    
 
Dean Ratner  continued, that a fourth challenge to which LexLab responds is that a lot of the 
College’s programming is ephemeral, meaning that when a speaker comes to campus, if that 
event is not recorded and posted online, the record of that event disappears and future students 
do not benefit from that effort. He emphasized that LexLab should address each of these 
challenges in the legal technology space. Dean Ratner reported that the College recently hired a 
new program manager, Kali Ilunga, who has worked in this area for a long time. Dean Ratner 
explained that LexLab is still in a flexible “idea phase.”   The College is still exploring the best 
way to get this incubator off the ground (i.e. a standalone incubator or partner with existing 
entities that provides incubator-like resources). 
 
Chancellor & Dean David Faigman commented that LexLab was intended to complement the 
Startup Legal Garage. Whereas the Startup Legal Garage has UC Hastings students working with 
attorneys to represent early startup companies, the College has not yet fostered a path for 
students to gain experience deep in legal tech itself or the startup world that surrounds the 
College. Thus, the LexLab is part of a greater vision of taking advantage of the geographical 
benefits of San Francisco and Silicon Valley to enhance students’ employability upon 
graduation. Dean Faigman believes that this strategy will help UC Hastings to become known as 
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the legal tech center of the Bay Area and the strategy also fits with the College’s other 
collaborations (i.e. UCSF and UC Davis's Graduate School of Management) which are working 
with big data analytics.  Chancellor & Dean David Faigman mentioned that he would like to 
develop relationships with law firms, with legal research companies such as LexisNexis, 
Thompson Reuters, Bloomberg, as well as connections to VC Angel Investors. Justice Tino 
Cuellar, who is interested in artificial intelligence, has already committed to the LexLab speaker 
series.  
 
ASUCH President Samuel Chang suggested that the College consider offering a summertime 
LexLab certification for incoming students or students who may be considering studying law. 
Mr. Chang reflected on his experience with Professor Robin Feldman, who offered a non-GPA 
one-unit seminar legal writing specific to Intellectual Property law. From Mr. Chang’s 
experience as a student, such a certification could make the UC Hastings brand more prominent 
while also drawing in students who are considering studying law. Mr. Chang also suggested that 
if LexLab Speaker Series offered MCLE credits, this could be a compelling way to attract the 
attention of local attorneys working in the legal tech field, as well as promote the UC Hastings 
brand. 
 
 
4.3 ABA Standard 303 – Implementation of New Experiential Learning  
Requirements           (Written and Oral) 
Presented by Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
 
Dean Ratner explained that ABA Standard 303 requires that the College provide 6 hours of 
experiential learning to students as a standalone course. This can be a simulation course 
(i.e. a simulated, client-like experience; a law clinic, which is legal practice within a law firm, 
where lawyers are supervising the cases; or a field placement where students are sent to law 
firms or legal service organizations outside UC Hastings.  The students would be closely 
supervised and a UC Hastings faculty member would monitor the student placement. Dean 
Ratner explained that this new requirement will not be a burden on the College as the institution 
has already begun to incorporate the elements as it developed its recent experiential learning 
courses.  
 
Dean Ratner noted that the College considers an experiential course to be a course where at 
least 51% of the course is experiential.  In an experiential course, doctrine must be  
 integrated with theory, skills and legal ethics. The primary change for UC Hastings was to ensure 
that the experiential courses explicitly cover Ethics and that students develop core lawyering 
skills, such as oral communications, interviewing, and negotiation. One of the biggest conceptual 
pieces of the experiential curriculum is getting students to think about their professional identity 
formation or the skills they will need in practice and the steps they have to take to develop those 
skills). Dean Ratner referred everyone to the memorandum by Associate Dean Ascanio Piomelli, 
which explains how the College prepared for the new requirement as distributed. 
 
Dean Ratner spoke about the impact that the experiential requirement has on students.  
He said that 2L and 3L students have 11 percent of their coursework set as experiential learning.  
When one considers the College’s existing ethics requirement and the new upper-division bar 
course requirement (which is a minimum of 9 units of required education) and the writing 
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requirement, approximately one-third of students' upper division coursework is “guided,” 
meaning that students do not have much curricular choice, apart from which courses to take 
within the experiential requirement. Dean Ratner suggested that College administrators should be 
sensitive to the lack of space in students’ schedules once they finish their 1L year.  
 
4.4  Adjunct Faculty – Diversity Status Report   (Written and Oral) 
 Presented by Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
 
Academic Dean Ratner informed everyone that College administration has committed to adjunct 
faculty diversity.  He sent an email in October 2017, to all faculty, students, and alumni  
 in an effort to recruit a diverse adjunct faculty bench. Dean Ratner referred to a self-reflection 
report to WASC for the '16-'17 academic year. That report showed that 15.7% of adjunct faculty 
were minorities in 2016, and there were few female adjunct faculty members. Dean Ratner 
observed that one of the reasons why adjunct faculty may have lacked diversity, is that past 
adjunct faculty recruitments were by word of mouth as opposed to the more open process that 
has now been initiated.   
 
The College has already received 30 applications from promising potential adjuncts, 
many of who are UC Hastings alumni.  For all new adjunct faculty, Dean Ratner has initiated an 
informal mentoring program where new adjunct faculty will be paired with existing full-time 
faculty by subject matter area.  
 
In addition, adjunct faculty candidates will be encouraged to give a guest lecture in a class hosted  
by a full-time faculty member. Dean Ratner will visit the guest lecture as well. This process will 
provide an opportunity to evaluate the candidate in the classroom setting, to provide feedback, 
and provide more mentoring than the College may have done in the past.   
 
 
4.5 Non-JD Degree Programs – Update on LLM/MSL  (Written and Oral) 
 Presented by Academic Dean Morris Ratner and Chancellor & Dean David Faigman 
 
Dean Ratner began by describing some of the efforts throughout 2017 by the Enrollment 
Management Department and by Chancellor & Dean David Faigman to recruit students for the 
LLM and MSL programs. Chancellor & Dean David Faigman Enrollment Management plan to 
travel throughout the world and connect with potential students and partner institutions. 
Chancellor & Dean David Faigman will be going to Latin America, Europe, and Asia. Some of 
the schools he will visit have requested that he deliver speeches and other presentations during his 
visit.  
 
Also discussed was the possibility of creating distance education platforms for both the LLM and 
MSL programs. With regards to China in particular, fraud is a concern; therefore, if the College 
does choose to extend the distance education platform to China, it may be preferable to have a 
Chinese university oversee the examination procedure for students that are enrolled in the LLM 
program. This is an item that Chancellor & Dean Faigman will continue to discuss with Chinese 
university partners. Professor Keith Hand, Associate Dean for Global Programs, Professor of 
Law, and Director of the East Asian Legal Studies Program will accompany Chancellor & Dean 
David Faigman on his trip to China. 
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In response to a question, Chancellor & Dean David Faigman clarified that with regards to the 
Italian universities, the students who would come to UC Hastings to complete an LLM will have 
already completed their undergraduate degrees and passed the local exam to practice law. These 
students will be proficient English speakers. 
 
4.6 WASC Site Visit Team – Update     (Written and Oral) 
  Presented by Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
 
Dean Ratner introduced Director of Accreditation and Assessment Andrea Bing. Dean 
Ratner explained that while some people might think that accreditation and 
assessment are the same thing, in actuality assessment is a requirement where the College 
 defines what it hopes to achieve in its programs and then use evidence to determine whether 
those outcomes have been achieved. Additionally, assessment assumes that the College will 
subsequently change its programs in response to those evidence-based determinations.  
Dean Ratner noted that the College has undertaken this process instinctively as a result of its bar 
pass struggles; however now, that the ABA requires assessment, this reflection process has taken 
on a new level of meaning. Dean Ratner explained that when administrators could not 
determine how the bar pass rate dropped so precipitously, the College consulted a statistician. 
 
 Dean Ratner informed everyone that the WASC site visit team provided oral commendations and 
some recommendations. The program learning outcomes are on the UC Hastings website. The  
WASC site visit team commended the College for its commitment to its mission and its exciting  
new leadership.  Dean Ratner reported the WASC site visit team specifically mentioned 
Chancellor & Dean Faigman and the College’s committed Board of Directors. The site visit team 
also noted that the College is successfully capitalizing on partnerships with UCSF and other 
institutions. In terms of the College’s internal operations, the WASC site visit team praised the 
Career Development Office for some of their assessment efforts that administrators plan to try to 
replicate across the College. 
 
In terms of areas for improvement, the WASC site visit team recommended that the College 
update its 2011 Strategic Plan to include elements of the current Long-Range Campus Plan.  
 The WASC team also wants to see UC Hastings scale up its assessment efforts that are in the 
early phases given that these requirements are all relatively new. The WASC team would 
especially see UC Hastings apply these evidence-based assessment techniques to its non-JD 
programs like the LLM program and the MSL program.  
  
 The WASC team asked the College to build additional assessment capacity. Dean Ratner 
explained that larger institutions that are not standalone law schools have institutional research 
departments comprised of teams which collect and analyze evidence and make programmatic 
recommendations. UC Hastings relies on Andrea Bing and a statistician for this type 
of analysis, currently.  The College cannot afford to have an institutional research department; 
however, it can afford to make what has been an ad hoc faculty committee — the faculty 
Educational Effectiveness Committee — a standing committee.   
 
 A lengthy discussion ensued about the External Evaluator Report for WASC Accreditation Visit 
authored by Deanell Reece Tacha, former Dean of the Pepperdine University Law School and 
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Chair of the site accreditation team.  Deanell Reece Tacha recommended that UC Hastings 
implement a 2.4 % academic dismissal rate.  Director of Accreditation and Assessment Andrea 
Bing explained that the accrediting bodies are concerned with ensuring that retention rates are 
not too high. The team, however, was satisfied with UC Hastings’ low academic attrition rate 
which is attributed to students transferring out in their second year.   
  
 Dean Ratner reported that the College has charged the Academic Standards Committee with 
reviewing whether the College can and should increase the GPA DQ – disqualification threshold 
as mentioned in the evaluation report.  He voiced agreement with Dean Tacha’s assessment and 
reiterated that the College’s focus should be on how to proceed gradually toward increasing the 
dismissal rate.  He noted that the questions are how do we get there and how do we compare to 
other institutions. The 2.0% two figure is comparable to Irvine, Davis, Loyola, Los Angeles, and 
San Diego. 
 
*5.   Adjournment          (Oral) 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:10 a.m. 
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REPORT ITEM  
 
 
1. REPORT BY:  Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
 
 
2. SUBJECT:   Bar Success—Full Report by Dr. Stephen N.  
      Goggin, Ph.D. Re: July 2017 Bar Outcomes 
     
 
3. REPORT:   Written 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
 Introduction Memo by Academic Dean Morris Ratner 
 Report: “California Bar Exam Passage: Updated Analyses of the UC Hastings 
2017 Bar Exam Outcomes” by Stephen N. Goggin, Ph.D.      
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AD Report – July 2017 Bar Exam Outcomes Assessment 1 
4.1 Bar Success – July 2017 Bar Exam Outcomes Assessment 
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
At the December 1, 2017 Board meeting, I shared preliminary analyses of the relationship 
between Class of 2017 characteristics and study choices with their bar outcomes. With help from 
Dr. Stephen N. Goggin, Ph.D., our statistician, we have now completed that analysis. Attached 
please find Dr. Goggin’s January 10, 2018 report titled “Updated Analysis of the UC Hastings 
2017 Bar Exam Outcomes.”  
Highlights include the following: 
• Bar courses and bar exam outcomes: “While the average number of upper-division bar
courses taken for a letter grade in 2017 (4.17) is still quite low, second only to 2016, the
average number of these courses taken with any grading option in 2017 (5.67) has
rebounded to levels not seen since 2013.” Report, at 5. “When controlling for many
admissions characteristics and variables summarizing an individual student’s performance
at UC Hastings, we see that each additional upper-division bar subject course yields an
estimated effect of 0.045, suggesting a 4.5% increase in probability of passing the bar
exam.” Id., at 12.
• The predictive value of law school GPA (LGPA); improvement across LGPA bands in
2017: “In addition to LSAT scores, a student’s LGPA at UC Hastings is quite predictive
of success on the CA Bar Exam…. The pattern is quite striking – while 2016 graduates had
lower passage rates across the entire LGPA distribution, the 2017 graduating class passage
rates have improved across nearly the entire distribution…. [B]ar passage is strongly
associated with LGPA quartile, with the passage rate in the highest quartile just over 90%,
while the rate in the lowest quartile is only 32.4%.” Id., at 9-10.
• Our most at-risk students: “Another factor that is related to success on the CA Bar Exam
is whether a student was admitted through the LEOP program, or if they have DRP status
while at UC Hastings…. For all categories except for students with both LEOP admission
and DRP status, we see improvement in their 2017 passage rates over 2016. However, the
2017 rates for all categories are still quite lower than rates seen in 2015 and earlier.” Id.
• Effect of completion of summer (post-graduation) commercial bar prep courses: “[F]or
the first time with the class of 2017, we can assess the role bar preparatory programs
(particularly Barbri, Kaplan, and Themis) might have in influencing students’ performance
on the CA Bar Exam….  “From these regressions, we see that when controlling for a variety
of other factors, a student completing the entire Barbri course (versus completing none of
it) is estimated to be 42.7% more likely to pass the CA Bar Exam on the first attempt.
Relatedly, we see effects of 14.1% and 35.5% for Kaplan and Themis, respectively.” Id.,
at 14-15.
 February 8, 2018 
AD Report – July 2017 Bar Exam Outcomes Assessment 2 
• Impact of Critical Studies: “[T]here is no clear positive or negative estimated effect of any
of the Critical Studies courses on passing the bar exam. While these courses may be
impactful, the data at hand do not allow us to definitely conclude they impact a student’s
probability of passing the CA Bar Exam on first attempt, either overall, or compared to one
another.” Id., at 17.1
1 Note that previous studies by Dr. Goggin revealed that classes that might otherwise positively impact bar passage 
have no effect when taken CR/NC. The current academic year, AY17-18, is the first time Critical Studies courses are 
being offered only for a (non-GPA) grade. The July 2018 administration of the bar exam will be the first opportunity 
to assess the effect of that change.  
California Bar Exam Passage:
Updated Analyses of the UC Hastings 2017 Bar
Exam Outcomes
Presented to Academic Dean
Morris Ratner
By Stephen N. Goggin, Ph.D.⇤
January 10, 2018
This report analyzes the correlates of 1st-Attempt California Bar Exam passage for
the 2017 UC Hastings Graduating Class. First, I describe the overall passage rates and
distributions of its correlates. Second, I display the bivariate relationships between
these, providing context with data for the full 2011-2017 period. Finally, I use a series
of regression models to analyze particular predictors of CA Bar Exam Passage for the
2017 graduating class, supplementing my analyses contained in previous reports. Of
note, I analyze two factors that have not been assessed in previous reports: 1) the
level of completion and provider of bar preparatory programs (i.e. Barbri, Themis,
Kaplan), and 2) two alternative versions of Critical Studies (MBE, Writing) o↵ered
to the 2017 graduating class in the Spring 2017 semester.
In total, I analyze records for 239 students in the UC Hastings 2017 graduating
class who took the July 2017 California Bar Exam.1 Table 1 displays the average
values for all variables 2011-2017, and Table 2 displays the average values for the new
⇤goggin@berkeley.edu, http://sgoggin.org
1There are anonymized records for 241 Class of 2017 graduates, however I only have the full set
of covariates for 239. For the two missing students, one passed and one did not pass the CA Bar
Exam in July 2017.
1
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variables in the 2017 dataset. These variables are coded as described in Table 3.
A few patterns emerge from the overtime variation of these variables. First, the
2017 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage rate has rebounded from its low in 2016, and upper-
division bar coursework, both overall and for a letter grade, increased as well. While
the LSAT scores and UGPA of students decreased slightly from 2016, the percentage
of LEOP Admits decreased. Because of changes in curriculum, a majority of the 2017
class took a Critical Studies course in their 3L year. Table 2 displays the average levels
for several variables for which we do not have historical references. The Spring 2017
Critical Studies courses were split into two types, with many students enrolled in
both, and roughly half of students enrolled in one or the other. Additionally, with
respect to bar exam preparatory programs, students completed, on average, 71.4% of
these programs, with the majority of students enrolled in Barbri, many of whom also
completed substantially more of the program than the other two programs.
While the average levels are displayed in the tables, they do little to show us
how these variables, particularly LSAT scores, bar coursework, DRP status, and
LEOP admission have changed since 2011. Tables 4 and 5 display distributional
characteristics of LSAT scores, while Figure 1 displays the raw distribution of LSAT
scores, 2011-2017. Of note, while LSAT scores have been declining, both in their
average and distribution, over this time period, the 2016 and 2017 classes are quite
similar in many characteristics.
With respect to enrollment characteristics, particularly whether a student was
admitted through the LEOP program or has registered DRP status, we see little
clear, systematic variation from 2011-2017, as shown in Table 6. With respect to
upper-division bar coursework while at UC Hastings, we can see significant shifts
(that is decreases) from 2011-2016, however the enrollment numbers in these courses,
both overall and for a letter grade, have partially rebounded in 2017. These raw
2
Graduation Year
Variable 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
bar passage any 0.94 0.93 0.92 0.87 0.68 0.52 0.62
bar passage 1 0.79 0.76 0.76 0.69 0.68 0.52 0.62
bar courses 5.96 6.04 5.61 5.45 5.36 5.24 5.67
bar courses forletter 5.89 5.98 4.96 4.50 4.37 4.07 4.17
bar course units 18.99 19.75 18.84 18.33 18.08 17.55 19.61
la 1 taken 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.16
la 2 taken 0.02 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.08 0.10
crit studies 1 taken 0.11 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.22 0.39 0.55
crit studies 2 taken 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.14 0.29 0.59 0.66
undergrad GPA 3.53 3.52 3.53 3.53 3.51 3.46 3.37
undergrad top25 0.09 0.16 0.11 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.05
undergrad CSU 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.13 0.13
undergrad UC 0.52 0.48 0.52 0.47 0.43 0.46 0.51
lsat score 160.56 162.12 161.49 160.32 160.01 157.26 156.99
leop admit 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.15
transfer status 0.06 0.04 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.08
LGPA 3.18 3.19 3.23 3.25 3.30 3.23 3.23
conc civil 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03
conc ip 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.06
conc crim 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.04
conc sjc 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.05
conc envr 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01
conc govt 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
conc hlth 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.00
conc intl 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.05
conc tax 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.02
jud ext 0.30 0.27 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.20 0.19
clinical courses 1.77 1.77 2.14 2.25 2.53 2.78 2.55
leave of absence 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
study abroad 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.04
journal hastings 0.13 0.11 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.11 0.18
journal other 0.39 0.43 0.41 0.39 0.41 0.32 0.40
moot team 0.11 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.18 0.19 0.20
course civilprocedure2 taken 0.49 0.64 0.53 0.48 0.55 0.52 0.35
course conlaw2 taken 0.82 0.84 0.83 0.78 0.75 0.69 0.71
course corporations taken 0.56 0.39 0.21 0.14 0.43 0.40 0.01
course businessassoc taken 0.05 0.31 0.53 0.66 0.41 0.40 0.87
course criminalproc taken 0.76 0.86 0.80 0.83 0.77 0.73 0.83
course cacivilproc taken 0.51 0.45 0.39 0.29 0.21 0.21 0.31
course evidence taken 0.97 0.99 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.96 0.95
course advtorts taken 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01
course contracts2 taken 0.07 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.11 0.09
course willstrusts taken 0.65 0.64 0.63 0.58 0.54 0.68 0.69
course cacommprop taken 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.15 0.34 0.31
course commprop taken 0.38 0.38 0.34 0.34 0.14 0.01 0.15
course fedcourts taken 0.15 0.06 0.07 0.10 0.11 0.03 0.04
course remedies taken 0.54 0.41 0.28 0.26 0.25 0.32 0.31
course civilprocedure2 forgrade 0.49 0.64 0.50 0.42 0.48 0.38 0.27
course conlaw2 forgrade 0.81 0.83 0.75 0.67 0.64 0.58 0.54
course corporations forgrade 0.56 0.39 0.19 0.08 0.31 0.33 0.00
course businessassoc forgrade 0.05 0.29 0.36 0.43 0.22 0.25 0.72
course criminalproc forgrade 0.74 0.85 0.72 0.74 0.60 0.66 0.69
course cacivilproc forgrade 0.51 0.45 0.33 0.22 0.16 0.20 0.21
course evidence forgrade 0.96 0.98 0.95 0.90 0.93 0.73 0.62
course advtorts forgrade 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
course contracts2 forgrade 0.07 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.04
course willstrusts forgrade 0.65 0.64 0.52 0.44 0.38 0.38 0.40
course cacommprop forgrade 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.12 0.33 0.28
course commprop forgrade 0.37 0.38 0.28 0.26 0.13 0.01 0.08
course fedcourts forgrade 0.15 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.10 0.03 0.02
course remedies forgrade 0.54 0.40 0.28 0.22 0.23 0.29 0.29
N 390 408 355 372 269 270 239
Table 1: Mean Values of All Variables, By Graduation Year
NOTE: For all variables coded 0-1, the mean value can be interpreted as the proportion of the sample within that
graduation year with that given attribute.
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Figure 1: LSAT Scores of CA Bar Takers, 2011-2017
4
Variable Mean Value (2017)
crit studies 2MBE 0.515
crit studies 2WRITING 0.494
prep completion 0.714
barbri 0.766
kaplan 0.100
themis 0.121
barbri complete 0.559
kaplan complete 0.059
themis complete 0.095
Table 2: Mean Values of Other Variables, 2017 Data
NOTE: For all variables coded 0-1, the mean value can be interpreted as the proportion of the sample within that
graduation year with that given attribute.
distributions can be seen in Figure 2 and 3.2 While the average number of upper-
division bar courses taken for a letter grade in 2017 (4.17) is still quite low, second
only to 2016, the average number of these courses taken with any grading option in
2017 (5.67) has rebounded to levels not seen since 2013.
Of course, by themselves, these variables and their average levels and distributions
tell us little about their association with bar passage and other variables of interest.
In the ensuing pages, I display the bivariate relationship of a number of important
factors that predict CA Bar Exam success, including LSAT scores, Final LGPA,
LEOP admission, and DRP Status. First, Table 7 displays the 1st-Attempt CA Bar
Passage Rates by year and LSAT bands for the full 2011-2017 period. Notably, for
2017 graduates in the LSAT range from 150 to 170, we see an improvement of passage
rates over the 2016 graduating class.3 Unsurprisingly, we also see a general trend of
improvement as LSAT scores increase.
For students admitted as transfers, we see little systematic variation in Bar Exam
Passage rates over the same time period, as shown in Table 8. While the rate has
fluctuated far more than the average rate for all students over the same period, we
see that its 2016 and 2017 rates are identical.
2Note the y-axes are fixed in these plots, so the largest dynamic visible is the shrinking class size
from 2011-2017, as the graduating classes that took the CA Bar Exam have decreased from 390 to
239 students over this period.
3The decline for the bins at the ends of the distribution is likely partially due to the fact that
very few students are in these bands, leading to these numbers being quite sensitive to fluctuation
by chance.
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Outcome Variable Coding
Bar (Any) 1 if student passed CA bar exam on any attempt, 0 if not.
Bar (1st) 1 if student passed CA bar exam on first attempt, 0 if not.
Treatment Variable Coding
bar courses # of bar courses a student completed
bar courses forletter # of bar courses a student took for a letter grade (i.e. no CR/NC)
bar course units # of bar course units a student completed
course X taken 1 if student took course “X”, 0 if not.
course X forgrade 1 if student took course “X” for a letter grade, 0 if not.
course X grade Student’s letter grade for course “X” on 0-4 scale, 0 if student did not
take course
la 1 taken 1 if first-year course of Legal Analysis taken, 0 if not
la 2 taken 1 if upper-division course of Legal Analysis taken, 0 if not
crit studies 1 taken 1 if first semester of Critical Studies taken, 0 if not
crit studies 2 taken 1 if a second semester of Critical Studies taken, 0 if not
crit studies 2MBE 1 if enrolled in Critical Studies II: MBE, 0 if not
crit studies 2WRITING 1 if enrolled in Critical Studies II: MBE, 0 if not
prep completion Percentage of bar preparatory program completed
barbri 1 if student enrolled in Barbri, 0 if not
kaplan 1 if student enrolled in Kaplan, 0 if not
themis 1 if student enrolled in Themis, 0 if not
X complete proportion of above bar prep program complete
Control Variable Coding
class2017 1 if grad year = 2017, 0 if not
class2016 1 if grad year = 2016, 0 if not
class2015 1 if grad year = 2015, 0 if not
class2014 1 if grad year = 2014, 0 if not
class2013 1 if grad year = 2013, 0 if not
class2012 1 if grad year = 2012, 0 if not
class2011 1 if grad year = 2011, 0 if not
undergrad GPA 0-4, with grades traditionally represented, e.g. A=4, B=3
undergrad top25 1 if student attended USNews 2016 Top 25 School (UCLA/UCB ex-
cluded), 0 if not.
undergrad CSU 1 if student attended CSU, 0 if not.
undergrad UC 1 if student attended UC, 0 if not.
lsat score Raw LSAT score
leop admit 1 if admitted through LEOP, 0 if not.
transfer status 1 if transfer student, 0 if not.
LGPA Law School GPA, traditionally represented
conc civil 1 if concentration = civil litigation, 0 if not
conc ip 1 if concentration = intellectual property, 0 if not
conc crim 1 if concentration = criminal, 0 if not
conc sjc 1 if concentration = social justice lawyering, 0 if not (also includes
former *pbin concentration)
conc envr 1 if concentration = environment, 0 if not
conc govt 1 if concentration = government law, 0 if not
conc hlth 1 if concentration = health sciences, 0 if not
conc intl 1 if concentration = international law, 0 if not
conc tax 1 if concentration = taxation law, 0 if not
jud ext 1 if student had judicial externship, 0 if not
clinical courses 0-8 number of clinical courses a student took at UC Hastings
leave of absence 1 if student took leave of absence, 0 if not
study abroad 1 if student studied abroad, 0 if not
journal hastings 1 if student worked on Hastings Law Journal, 0 if not
journal other 1 if student worked on another journal (besides Hastings), 0 if not
moot team 1 if student was on moot trial team, 0 if not
Table 3: Variable codings for statistical models
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Figure 2: Upper-Division Bar Coursework of CA Bar Takers, 2011-2017
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Figure 3: Upper-Division Bar Coursework (For Letter Grade Only) of CA Bar Takers,
2011-2017
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Year Mean % < 150 % < 155 % < 160 % < 165
2011 160.56 3.6% 10.8% 34.7% 79.7%
2012 162.12 2.2% 9.1% 19.9% 69.9%
2013 161.49 5.9% 12.2% 23.7% 73.7%
2014 160.32 3.5% 14.5% 41.0% 75.7%
2015 160.01 4.5% 17.7% 43.2% 74.8%
2016 157.26 11.0% 31.6% 62.9% 92.1%
2017 156.99 6.7% 26.7% 65.0% 94.6%
Table 4: LSAT Score Means and Thresholds, 2011-2017
Year Min 10th % 25th % 50th % 75th % 90th % Max
2011 143 154 158 161 164 166 174
2012 146 156 160 163 165 167 172
2013 139 153 160 163 165 167 175
2014 141 153 157 161 164 166 179
2015 142 152 156 161 165 166 172
2016 141 149 153 158 162 164 172
2017 141 150 153 158 161 163 177
Table 5: LSAT Score Distributions, 2011-2017
In addition to LSAT scores, a student’s LGPA at UC Hastings is quite predictive of
success on the CA Bar Exam. Figure 4 displays the 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage rate
across the 2011-2017 period.4 The pattern is quite striking – while 2016 graduates
had lower passage rates across the entire LGPA distribution, the 2017 graduating
class passage rates have improved across nearly the entire distribution. As such, the
passage rates appear to be quite similar to the 2014 and 2015 classes, particularly in
the lower half of the distribution, and while they have improved, are slightly lower
than the rates for the the 2011-2015 classes near the top end.
Another factor that is related to success on the CA Bar Exam is whether a student
was admitted through the LEOP program, or if they have DRP status while at UC
Hastings. The 1st-Attempt CA Bar Exam Passage rates for these various categories
of students from 2011-2017 can be seen in Table 9.5 For all categories except for
students with both LEOP admission and DRP status, we see improvement in their
2017 passage rates over 2016. However, the 2017 rates for all categories are still quite
lower than rates seen in 2015 and earlier. We see that students with both LEOP
4Table 16 displays the quantities in Figure 4, as well as the summary statistic for the bottom
decile. Figure 5 in the Appendix displays each year separately.
5For reference, the relationship between LSAT scores and LEOP/DRP status is shown in Table
17
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LEOP Admit/DRP Status
Graduation Year LEOP+DRP DRP+Non-LEOP LEOP+Non-DRP No LEOP/DRP
2011 2.6% 2.3% 14.1% 81.0%
2012 5.6% 5.9% 12.5% 76.0%
2013 9.3% 7.3% 7.3% 76.1%
2014 8.1% 10.2% 11.0% 70.7%
2015 9.7% 13.0% 7.8% 69.5%
2016 7.4% 6.3% 11.5% 74.8%
2017 3.4% 9.2% 11.3% 76.1%
Table 6: LEOP Admission, DRP Status by Graduation Year
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Figure 4: 1st-Attempt Bar Passage by LGPA Deciles, 2011-2017
NOTE: Data points are displayed at the bottom of the decile bins (i.e. 90-100% is plotted at 90%). The bottom
10% are divided into four equal categories.
admission and DRP status pass at the lowest rate, followed by students admitted
through LEOP without DRP status.
To examine the 2017 graduating class more closely, Table 10 breaks out these stu-
dents by these grouping as well as LGPA quartile. First, unsurprisingly, bar passage
is strongly associated with LGPA quartile, with the passage rate in the highest quar-
tile just over 90%, while the rate in the lowest quartile is only 32.4%. Interestingly,
this pattern replicates itself in nearly every other categories of students with DRP
and LEOP status.6 That is, while we see di↵erences across these categories, we also
6Except for those both admitted through LEOP and with DRP status, although this lack of a
clear pattern is largely owing to the fact there are only eight students in the 2017 graduating class
in this category.
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2011 2012
LSAT Range Pass Rate % of Class Pass Rate % of Class
139-144 50.0% 1.0% NA 0.0%
145-149 70.0% 2.6% 55.6% 2.2%
150-154 60.7% 7.2% 50.0% 6.9%
155-159 80.6% 23.8% 70.5% 10.8%
160-164 84.6% 44.9% 78.4% 50.0%
165-169 73.6% 18.5% 80.3% 28.7%
170-179 71.4% 1.8% 83.3% 1.5%
2013 2014
Pass Rate % of Class Pass Rate % of Class
139-144 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.5%
145-149 52.9% 4.8% 30.0% 2.7%
150-154 59.1% 6.2% 50.0% 10.2%
155-159 68.3% 11.5% 62.0% 24.7%
160-164 80.2% 49.9% 77.5% 32.3%
165-169 82.8% 24.5% 81.8% 20.7%
170-179 100.0% 1.7% 85.7% 1.9%
2015 2016
Pass Rate % of Class Pass Rate % of Class
139-144 0.0% 0.4% 50.0% 1.5%
145-149 54.5% 4.1% 43.5% 8.8%
150-154 42.9% 13.0% 31.5% 20.7%
155-159 69.1% 25.3% 50.6% 31.0%
160-164 75.0% 31.2% 69.6% 30.3%
165-169 75.8% 23.0% 57.9% 7.3%
170-179 100.0% 1.9% 100.0% 0.4%
2017
Pass Rate % of Class
139-144 33.3% 1.3%
145-149 38.5% 5.5%
150-154 50.0% 20.2%
155-159 62.0% 38.7%
160-164 71.8% 29.8%
165-169 62.5% 3.4%
170-179 60.0% 2.1%
Table 7: Percentage of First-Attempt Bar Passage, by LSAT Score and Graduation
Year, 2011-2017
see a strong impact of LGPA within each.
While these patterns between factors are informative, they do not control for a
variety of other explanations. As such, I now turn to a series of regression analyses to
control for a variety of other factors that may impact bar passage. First, I analyze the
role of upper-division bar coursework alongside a number of control variables. Second,
in analyses new to this report, I analyze the role bar preparatory programs may play
in impacting bar passage. Finally, third, I analyze the role of several new di↵erent
types of Critical Studies coursework and their impact on 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage
in the 2017 graduating class. In these analyses, my focus is solely the 2017 graduating
class, although I make reference to earlier e↵ect sizes for the 2011-2016 graduating
11
Year N Pass Rate
2011 22 0.773
2012 18 0.778
2013 30 0.900
2014 26 0.538
2015 23 0.783
2016 19 0.579
2017 19 0.579
Table 8: Transfer Student 1st-Attempt Passage Rate, by Graduation Year
LEOP Admit/DRP Status
Graduation Year LEOP+DRP DRP+Non-LEOP LEOP+Non-DRP No LEOP/DRP
2011 40.0% (10) 66.7% (9) 61.8% (55) 83.2% (316)
2012 39.1% (23) 58.3% (24) 68.6% (51) 81.0% (310)
2013 51.5% (33) 61.5% (26) 46.2% (26) 83.3% (270)
2014 33.3% (30) 60.5% (38) 53.7% (41) 76.1% (263)
2015 26.9% (26) 65.7% (35) 66.7% (21) 74.9% (187)
2016 35.0% (20) 41.2% (17) 46.4% (28) 56.1% (196)
2017 12.5% (8) 59.1% (22) 51.9% (27) 64.6% (181)
Table 9: Bar Passage Rates (1st Attempt) by LEOP Admission & DRP Status by
Graduation Year
NOTE: Total number of students taking the bar in each category are in parentheses.
classes in my discussion.
First, with respect to upper-division bar coursework, we find e↵ects similar in
magnitude, and even slightly larger, than in previous graduating classes. Table 11
displays eight regressions of 1st-Attempt CA Bar Exam Passage on various measures
of coursework and controls.7 When controlling for many admissions characteristics
and variables summarizing an individual student’s performance at UC Hastings, we
see that each additional upper-division bar subject course yields an estimated e↵ect of
0.045, suggesting a 4.5% increase in probability of passing the bar exam.8 This e↵ect
7Table 18 in the Appendix displays a larger model, including student concentrations. Some of
these are relatively strongly associated with bar exam performance, and as a result, are likely serving
as proxies for broader measures of the curriculum these students are enrolled in at UC Hastings.
As such, while the estimates of upper-division bar courses are relatively consistent in these models,
they are not statistically significantly di↵erent from zero.
8It should be noted this is a modeled linear e↵ect of each additional course across the observed
distribution of 1-10 courses in the 2017 class. One could bin these at particular levels to assess
whether this linear assumption is warranted. Given the relatively normal distribution of coursework
and models not described in this report, it does not appear that there is a diminishing e↵ect or
particular threshold at which additional coursework is less impactful. Given the relatively few
students in both the low and high tails of the distribution, however, models of this type are not
extremely precisely estimated.
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LEOP Admit/DRP Status
LGPA Quartile Overall LEOP+DRP DRP+Non-LEOP LEOP+Non-DRP No LEOP/DRP
1st Quartile (Highest) 90.3% (62) NA (0) 88.9% (9) 100.0% (2) 90.2% (51)
2nd Quartile 78.1% (64) 100.0% (1) 66.7% (6) 85.7% (7) 78.0% (50)
3rd Quartile 50.8% (59) 0.0% (2) 66.7% (3) 57.1% (7) 48.9% (45)
4th Quartile 24.5% (53) 0.0% (5) 0.0% (4) 22.2% (9) 32.4% (34)
Overall 62.3% (239) 12.5% (8) 59.1% (22) 51.9% (27) 64.6% (181)
Table 10: Bar Passage Rates (1st Attempt) by LEOP Admission & DRP Status by
LGPA Quartile, 2017
NOTE: Total number of students taking the bar in each category are in parentheses.
is several times larger than the estimates in previous years. If we examine this e↵ect
broken down by LGPA quartile, as shown in Table 13 (alongside other bar preparatory
programs), we see that while these e↵ects are not statistically significantly di↵erent
from zero due to the small size of each quartile, the e↵ects are positive and decreasing
in magnitude across the four LGPA quartiles. That is, when controlling for a broad
array of other factors, they are 3.2%, 1.8%, 0.9%, and -0.1% across quartiles 1-4,
respectively. This suggests that this improvement is not markedly concentrated in
only one segment of the student body, but does disappear in the fourth quartile.
Relatedly, Table 19 in the Appendix displays these e↵ects by whether a student is
admitted through LEOP or not. While we see a nonsignificant, but in line with
expectations e↵ect of 2.8% per additional course for Non-LEOP students, we see a
positive and highly significant e↵ect of 22.7% probability increase in bar passage per
additional course for LEOP students.9 When we only examine upper-division bar
subject courses taken for a letter grade (that is not, CR/NC) in Table 11, we see
that the e↵ect is positive and relatively consistent across model specifications, but
not statistically di↵erent than zero. However, these estimates of 2.3% to 3.4% impact
largely correspond to the estimated e↵ects for previous graduating classes. While
these estimates are not significant and the estimates for bar courses with any grading
option are, this should not be meant to construe they are substantively di↵erent, as
they are very similar in terms of magnitude. Rather, given the relatively small size of
a single graduating class, these e↵ects are simply not large enough to achieve typical
9Due to the extreme small number of LEOP admits, I cannot break this apart by LGPA quartile.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
bar courses 0.0526⇤⇤ 0.0469⇤ 0.0458⇤ 0.0449⇤
(2.64) (2.29) (2.50) (2.28)
bar courses forletter 0.0312 0.0231 0.0343 0.0241
(1.51) (1.03) (1.74) (1.13)
undergrad GPA 0.319⇤⇤ 0.321⇤⇤ 0.0886 0.0912
(3.19) (3.18) (0.94) (0.96)
undergrad top25 -0.111 -0.0766 -0.0693 -0.0450
(-0.70) (-0.48) (-0.48) (-0.31)
undergrad CSU 0.130 0.144 0.145 0.152
(1.26) (1.38) (1.56) (1.61)
undergrad UC -0.0703 -0.0649 0.0223 0.0284
(-0.99) (-0.91) (0.35) (0.44)
lsat score 0.0184⇤ 0.0185⇤ 0.000301 -0.0000825
(2.59) (2.56) (0.04) (-0.01)
DRP status -0.112 -0.114 -0.0776 -0.0802
(-1.17) (-1.17) (-0.89) (-0.89)
leop admit -0.112 -0.111 -0.0187 -0.0208
(-1.17) (-1.15) (-0.21) (-0.23)
transfer status -0.00259 0.0392 -0.137 -0.0960
(-0.02) (0.28) (-1.10) (-0.77)
LGPA 0.849⇤⇤⇤ 0.851⇤⇤⇤ 0.850⇤⇤⇤ 0.851⇤⇤⇤
(8.18) (8.14) (6.73) (6.68)
jud ext 0.0454 0.0528 0.0240 0.0372
(0.63) (0.73) (0.31) (0.48)
clinical courses 0.00914 0.00384 0.0162 0.00787
(0.57) (0.24) (0.93) (0.45)
leave of absence 0.0174 0.0386 0.844⇤ 0.833
(0.06) (0.13) (1.98) (1.93)
study abroad -0.0760 -0.0690 -0.113 -0.118
(-0.52) (-0.47) (-0.78) (-0.78)
journal hastings -0.0632 -0.0469 -0.0323 -0.0186
(-0.77) (-0.57) (-0.38) (-0.22)
journal other -0.0481 -0.0468 -0.0329 -0.0278
(-0.79) (-0.76) (-0.52) (-0.43)
moot team 0.142⇤ 0.144⇤ 0.138 0.140
(2.06) (2.07) (1.96) (1.96)
cons 0.325⇤⇤ 0.494⇤⇤⇤ -3.543⇤⇤ -3.411⇤⇤ -2.402⇤⇤⇤ -2.286⇤⇤⇤ -2.774⇤ -2.567⇤
(2.78) (5.42) (-2.76) (-2.60) (-6.94) (-6.67) (-2.37) (-2.16)
N 236 239 226 226 236 236 226 226
t statistics in parentheses⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001
Table 11: Regressing 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage on Coursework and Student At-
tributes, 2017 Graduates Only
levels of statistical significance, given the set of covariates in the model.
With respect to other control variables, we see that LGPA, LSAT, and UGPA
are all positively associated with bar exam performance, as expected. While not
statistically significant, we see small negative estimated e↵ects of both DRP status
and LEOP admission, with DRP status have a several times larger negative e↵ect
than LEOP admission, particularly when controlling for other measures of a student’s
involvement at UC Hastings.
Second, for the first time with the class of 2017, we can assess the role bar prepara-
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tory programs (particularly Barbri, Kaplan, and Themis) might have in influencing
students’ performance on the CA Bar Exam. Table 12 displays four regressions of 1st-
Attempt CA Bar Exam passage on measures of students’ completion of these courses,
as well as four sets of control variables (the same as those previous displayed in Table
11). The first three variables in each regression correspond to a 0-1 measure of the
proportion of the Barbri, Kaplan, or Themis course that the student completed. As
such, if a student did not take that course or completed none of it, they receive a
zero for each. By modeling the e↵ects in this way, we can estimate the impact of
completing these courses, as well as their relative e↵ects.10 From these regressions,
we see that when controlling for a variety of other factors, a student completing the
entire Barbri course (versus completing none of it) is estimated to be 42.7% more
likely to pass the CA Bar Exam on the first attempt. Relatedly, we see e↵ects of
14.1% and 35.5% for Kaplan and Themis, respectively. Notably, the e↵ect for Kaplan
is not statistically distinguishable from zero.
It is important to note that these e↵ects should not be construed to mean that
these di↵erent courses di↵er in their e↵ectiveness. While we control for various other
factors regarding student performance and aptitude, it is entirely possible that par-
ticular types of students choose these di↵erent courses, leading to di↵erences in types
of students, not the courses themselves, causing these e↵ects. Nevertheless, the re-
sults in Table 12 relatively strongly suggest that completing these preparatory courses
strongly influences the probability of passing the bar exam. Furthermore, while not
statistically significant, we see an estimated positive e↵ect of 3.4% per additional
upper-division bar subject course on the probability of passing the bar, suggesting
that this coursework is not wholly subsumed by these other preparatory courses.
If we wish to assess whether these a↵ects are heterogeneous across LGPA, Table
10The downside of this approach, however, is that from this table alone, we cannot tell whether
the e↵ects of these di↵erent courses are di↵erent from one another, rather, just their role compared
to completing no preparatory course whatsoever.
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13 displays eight regressions, two for each LGPA quartile, of 1st-Attempt CA Bar
Exam passage, on both upper-division bar subject coursework and these preparatory
programs, as well as the same sets of control variables in previous analyses. First,
it is important to note that because only roughly 60 students are in each regression,
conventional levels of statistical significance in these analyses is nearly impossible to
achieve, even if estimated e↵ects are quite large in magnitude. As such, we see that
many of the variables in the previous analyses are no longer statistically significant,
mostly a function of this reduced sample size.
Several clear patterns emerge in Table 13. First, while varying in magnitude and
not statistically significant, the estimated e↵ect of upper-division bar subject course-
work is relatively consistent, although decreasing, across all four LGPA quartiles,
both in a reduced model and when controlling for many other factors. That is, while
variable, these estimates do not appear to be highly sensitive to many of the included
control variables, and demonstrate that the e↵ect of additional upper-division bar
coursework appears to be spread across a broad swath of the student body, except for
the fourth quartile.11 Second, we see much the same for estimates of Barbri, Kaplan,
and Themis completion, with the e↵ects particularly strongest in the higher end of
the LGPA distribution.12
Finally, we can assess the relative e↵ectiveness of the two new di↵erent Critical
Studies courses o↵ered in Spring 2017 on improving bar passage rates. To do this,
four separate regression models are displayed in Table 14 of 1st-Attempt CA Bar
Exam Passage on measures of whether students took the Fall 2016 Critical Studies
course, the Spring 2017 MBE Critical Studies course, or the Spring 2017 Writing
11Furthermore, we see positive e↵ects among both LEOP and non-LEOP students in Table 19 in
the Appendix, which is previously discussed above. In fact, the largest estimated e↵ect is among
students admitted through LEOP.
12Because of the very few students enrolled in Kaplan and Themis, estimates of this e↵ect across
the LGPA quartiles are estimated with very large errors, so these estimates bounce around quite
wildly.
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Critical Studies course.13 Because these courses were targeted at students lower in
the LGPA distribution, it is important to control for a variety of measures, including
LGPA itself, of students’ performance at UC Hastings.14 As shown in Model 4, there
is no clear positive or negative estimated e↵ect of any of the Critical Studies courses
on passing the bar exam. While these courses may be impactful, the data at hand
do not allow us to definitely conclude they impact a student’s probability of passing
the CA Bar Exam on first attempt, either overall, or compared to one another.
To unpack these patterns further, Table 15 displays Models 3 and 4 from Table
14 separately by the four LGPA quartiles. As before, the reduced sample size in each
quartile makes statistical significance extraordinarily hard to achieve. Yet, we see that
the largest estimated e↵ects of the MBE and Writing Critical Studies courses appear
to be concentrated in the 3rd and 4th LGPA quartiles, particularly for the MBE
version of the course. While these results are in no way definitive, they correspond
to the general pattern we should expect, given the targeting of the Critical Studies
courses.
13Note that these courses are not mutually exclusive. In fact, many students are enrolled in both
across both semesters.
14This is why we see negative estimated e↵ects in Model 1, when LGPA is not in the model.
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(1) (2) (3) (4)
barbri complete 0.544⇤⇤⇤ 0.502⇤⇤⇤ 0.398⇤⇤⇤ 0.427⇤⇤⇤
(4.72) (4.13) (3.66) (3.79)
kaplan complete 0.0636 0.0651 0.176 0.141
(0.40) (0.40) (1.22) (0.96)
themis complete 0.532⇤⇤⇤ 0.493⇤⇤ 0.359⇤ 0.355⇤
(3.54) (3.06) (2.54) (2.39)
undergrad GPA 0.212⇤ 0.0204
(2.13) (0.22)
undergrad top25 -0.108 -0.0726
(-0.71) (-0.52)
undergrad CSU 0.158 0.152
(1.58) (1.68)
undergrad UC -0.0205 0.0522
(-0.30) (0.84)
lsat score 0.0158⇤ -0.000428
(2.29) (-0.06)
DRP status -0.112 -0.0573
(-1.19) (-0.67)
leop admit -0.0961 -0.00408
(-1.04) (-0.05)
transfer status -0.0774 -0.223
(-0.57) (-1.79)
bar courses 0.0336 0.0336
(1.85) (1.74)
LGPA 0.801⇤⇤⇤ 0.826⇤⇤⇤
(7.69) (6.66)
jud ext 0.0367 0.0117
(0.52) (0.16)
clinical courses 0.00207 0.0114
(0.13) (0.67)
leave of absence 0.0915 0.837⇤
(0.32) (2.02)
study abroad -0.0255 -0.0603
(-0.18) (-0.42)
journal hastings -0.105 -0.0770
(-1.30) (-0.92)
journal other -0.0865 -0.0833
(-1.43) (-1.32)
moot team 0.123 0.114
(1.81) (1.66)
cons 0.265⇤⇤ -2.878⇤ -2.404⇤⇤⇤ -2.543⇤
(3.10) (-2.31) (-6.87) (-2.22)
N 239 226 236 226
t statistics in parentheses⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001
Table 12: Regressing 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage on Coursework, Student At-
tributes, and Bar Preparatory Programs, 2017 Graduates Only
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(1st Q) (1st Q) (2nd Q) (2nd Q) (3rd Q) (3rd Q) (4th Q) (4th Q)
bar courses 0.0441 0.0322 0.0247 0.0183 0.0738 0.0852 -0.0383 -0.0147
(1.83) (1.00) (0.86) (0.57) (1.70) (1.28) (-0.78) (-0.29)
barbri complete 0.495⇤⇤⇤ 0.460⇤⇤ 0.506⇤ 0.847⇤⇤ 0.154 -0.0845 0.452 0.454
(3.97) (3.25) (2.66) (3.46) (0.46) (-0.20) (1.98) (1.84)
kaplan complete -0.0673 -0.0950 0.147 0.437 -0.0851 -0.251 0.243 0.205
(-0.30) (-0.39) (0.43) (1.24) (-0.21) (-0.53) (1.01) (0.76)
themis complete 0.481⇤⇤ 0.412⇤ 0.220 0.528 0.554 0.402 -0.0949 -0.0134
(3.07) (2.21) (0.92) (1.88) (1.34) (0.66) (-0.28) (-0.03)
undergrad GPA 0.0557 0.171 0.502 -0.419
(0.42) (0.94) (1.49) (-1.68)
undergrad top25 0 0.193 -0.418 -0.0338
(.) (0.97) (-1.12) (-0.07)
undergrad CSU 0.116 0.198 0.211 0.129
(0.89) (1.31) (0.73) (0.40)
undergrad UC -0.0131 -0.0998 0.00913 0.395⇤
(-0.16) (-0.81) (0.04) (2.57)
lsat score -0.00764 0.0251 0.0340 -0.0250
(-0.90) (1.93) (1.71) (-1.18)
DRP status 0.0479 0.0808 0.0113 -0.144
(0.43) (0.45) (0.04) (-0.61)
leop admit 0.0305 0.274 0.00848 0.0309
(0.15) (1.59) (0.03) (0.15)
transfer status -0.0302 -0.163 -0.339 -0.738
(-0.14) (-0.85) (-0.78) (-1.58)
LGPA 0.00101 -0.358 0.925 0.834
(0.00) (-0.50) (0.75) (1.84)
jud ext 0.0525 -0.0865 0.464 -0.156
(0.66) (-0.59) (1.42) (-0.72)
clinical courses 0.00280 0.00464 0.0189 0.0345
(0.12) (0.12) (0.38) (0.94)
leave of absence 0 0 0 1.092⇤
(.) (.) (.) (2.32)
study abroad -0.0666 0.566 -0.604 -0.148
(-0.45) (1.69) (-1.48) (-0.29)
journal hastings 0.0439 -0.163 -0.173 0
(0.47) (-0.96) (-0.61) (.)
journal other -0.0566 -0.0288 -0.258 0.148
(-0.55) (-0.23) (-1.43) (0.82)
moot team 0.146 -0.0602 0.0806 0.0202
(1.69) (-0.43) (0.41) (0.09)
cons 0.333⇤ 1.383 0.296 -3.264 -0.0910 -9.806 0.213 2.579
(2.15) (0.92) (1.47) (-1.04) (-0.27) (-1.93) (0.79) (0.70)
N 62 59 64 64 57 53 52 49
t statistics in parentheses⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001
Table 13: Regressing 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage on Coursework, Student At-
tributes, and Bar Preparatory Programs, 2017 Graduates Only, By LGPA Quartile
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(1) (2) (3) (4)
crit studies 1 taken -0.237⇤⇤⇤ -0.184⇤⇤ -0.0261 -0.0338
(-3.54) (-2.69) (-0.40) (-0.51)
crit studies 2MBE -0.0341 -0.0470 0.0477 0.0227
(-0.47) (-0.63) (0.73) (0.34)
crit studies 2WRITING 0.0412 0.0394 0.0894 0.109
(0.60) (0.56) (1.43) (1.69)
bar courses 0.0427⇤ 0.0396 0.0405⇤ 0.0384
(2.15) (1.92) (2.17) (1.92)
undergrad GPA 0.290⇤⇤ 0.0653
(2.92) (0.69)
undergrad top25 -0.109 -0.0805
(-0.70) (-0.56)
undergrad CSU 0.125 0.143
(1.22) (1.54)
undergrad UC -0.0688 0.0239
(-0.98) (0.37)
lsat score 0.0130 0.000193
(1.79) (0.03)
DRP status -0.109 -0.0736
(-1.15) (-0.85)
leop admit -0.0969 -0.0290
(-1.02) (-0.33)
transfer status -0.0684 -0.145
(-0.50) (-1.16)
LGPA 0.875⇤⇤⇤ 0.868⇤⇤⇤
(7.51) (6.38)
jud ext 0.0652 0.0450
(0.90) (0.58)
clinical courses 0.00957 0.0166
(0.60) (0.95)
leave of absence 0.0795 0.901⇤
(0.27) (2.10)
study abroad -0.0800 -0.128
(-0.54) (-0.86)
journal hastings -0.0617 -0.0332
(-0.75) (-0.39)
journal other -0.0640 -0.0481
(-1.03) (-0.74)
moot team 0.148⇤ 0.145⇤
(2.13) (2.06)
cons 0.509⇤⇤⇤ -2.446 -2.513⇤⇤⇤ -2.748⇤
(4.11) (-1.86) (-6.13) (-2.28)
N 236 226 236 226
t statistics in parentheses⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001
Table 14: Regressing 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage on Coursework, Student At-
tributes, and Critical Studies Classes, 2017 Graduates Only
20
(1st Q) (1st Q) (2nd Q) (2nd Q) (3rd Q) (3rd Q) (4th Q) (4th Q)
crit studies 1 taken 0.113 0.133 0.0660 -0.00254 -0.183 -0.0726 -0.0853 0.0153
(1.07) (0.99) (0.52) (-0.02) (-1.15) (-0.40) (-0.41) (0.07)
crit studies 2MBE -0.0333 -0.0862 0.0397 -0.0355 -0.166 -0.268 0.395⇤ 0.323
(-0.31) (-0.69) (0.32) (-0.28) (-0.86) (-1.14) (2.51) (1.76)
crit studies 2WRITING 0.0784 0.0251 0.0262 0.00671 0.406⇤ 0.486⇤ -0.188 -0.0846
(0.87) (0.23) (0.21) (0.05) (2.14) (2.17) (-1.23) (-0.44)
bar courses 0.0303 0.0454 0.0425 0.0350 0.0160 0.00735 0.0269 -0.00320
(1.02) (1.21) (1.18) (0.91) (0.35) (0.11) (0.51) (-0.06)
LGPA 0.305 0.293 0.298 -0.105 -0.707 -0.222 0.864⇤ 0.764
(1.16) (0.81) (0.37) (-0.13) (-0.60) (-0.17) (2.09) (1.62)
jud ext 0.0852 0.0788 0.0409 -0.0887 -0.160 0.172 -0.0142 -0.0910
(1.04) (0.85) (0.26) (-0.54) (-0.72) (0.52) (-0.07) (-0.42)
clinical courses 0.00920 0.0167 -0.0350 -0.0108 0.0455 0.0530 0.0132 0.0423
(0.40) (0.62) (-0.89) (-0.25) (1.16) (1.15) (0.39) (1.18)
leave of absence -0.719⇤ 0 0 0 0 0 1.147⇤ 1.219⇤
(-2.38) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (2.42) (2.55)
study abroad -0.143 -0.0603 0.188 0.0659 -0.469 -0.629 -0.119 -0.286
(-0.94) (-0.35) (0.53) (0.19) (-1.24) (-1.60) (-0.23) (-0.53)
journal hastings 0.0791 0.0669 0.0130 -0.157 -0.452 -0.314 -0.333 0
(0.90) (0.65) (0.07) (-0.81) (-2.00) (-1.19) (-0.77) (.)
journal other -0.0393 -0.0451 0.0928 0.0916 -0.262 -0.377⇤ 0.0853 0.310
(-0.37) (-0.36) (0.70) (0.64) (-1.69) (-2.21) (0.61) (1.96)
moot team 0.178 0.181 0.0337 0.0935 0.119 0.0944 0.0415 0.00188
(1.91) (1.77) (0.23) (0.61) (0.66) (0.50) (0.20) (0.01)
undergrad GPA 0.0935 0.399 0.250 -0.326
(0.61) (1.93) (0.77) (-1.26)
undergrad top25 0 0.185 -0.563 0.0711
(.) (0.83) (-1.53) (0.16)
undergrad CSU 0.0150 0.263 0.307 0.326
(0.10) (1.57) (1.12) (1.10)
undergrad UC -0.0458 -0.118 0.0652 0.388⇤
(-0.47) (-0.84) (0.30) (2.32)
lsat score -0.00697 0.0142 0.0270 -0.0187
(-0.69) (0.99) (1.50) (-0.91)
DRP status 0.0629 -0.0546 -0.0461 -0.304
(0.47) (-0.28) (-0.16) (-1.58)
leop admit 0.0417 0.219 0.0281 0.00671
(0.19) (1.10) (0.12) (0.03)
transfer status 0.184 0.00678 -0.282 -0.287
(0.73) (0.03) (-0.71) (-0.61)
cons -0.487 0.266 -0.491 -2.683 2.725 -3.899 -2.531⇤ 1.400
(-0.51) (0.14) (-0.18) (-0.76) (0.74) (-0.72) (-2.04) (0.37)
N 62 59 64 64 57 53 52 49
t statistics in parentheses⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001
Table 15: Regressing 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage on Coursework, Student At-
tributes, and Critical Studies Classes, 2017 Graduates Only, By LGPA Quartile
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Appendix
Graduation Year
LGPA Group 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
90 - 100% 0.914 0.927 0.940 0.800 0.860 1.000 0.920
80 - 90% 1.000 0.976 1.000 0.889 1.000 0.846 0.833
70 - 80% 0.944 0.977 0.966 0.972 0.920 0.828 0.828
60 - 70% 0.949 0.895 0.912 0.872 0.885 0.714 0.889
50 - 60% 0.944 0.865 0.935 0.879 0.577 0.593 0.692
40 - 50% 0.794 0.861 0.846 0.758 0.792 0.440 0.640
30 - 40% 0.714 0.800 0.882 0.576 0.400 0.192 0.360
20 - 30% 0.744 0.378 0.559 0.414 0.520 0.308 0.609
10 - 20% 0.500 0.500 0.389 0.297 0.308 0.200 0.182
0 - 10% 0.308 0.282 0.125 0.179 0.263 0.000 0.100
7.5 - 10% 0.455 0.300 0.167 0.375 0.400 0.000 0.000
5 - 7.5% 0.600 0.400 0.300 0.167 0.167 0.000 0.250
2.5 - 5% 0.100 0.444 0.000 0.143 0.500 0.000 0.000
0 - 2.5% 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.200
Table 16: 1st Attempt Bar Passage Rates by LGPA groups
NOTE: For reference, in 2017, each LGPA decile corresponds to roughly 24 students.
LEOP Admit/DRP Status
Graduation Year LEOP+DRP DRP+Non-LEOP LEOP+Non-DRP No LEOP/DRP
2011 151.7 (10) 158.7 (9) 155.5 (55) 161.8 (315)
2012 156.0 (23) 162.9 (24) 157.0 (51) 163.4 (310)
2013 153.6 (33) 162.3 (26) 153.5 (26) 163.1 (269)
2014 153.5 (30) 160.7 (34) 156.4 (41) 161.8 (241)
2015 152.8 (25) 160.9 (35) 156.1 (21) 161.3 (185)
2016 152.5 (20) 155.9 (19) 153.3 (33) 158.3 (217)
2017 150.8 (8) 157.2 (22) 153.4 (27) 157.8 (180)
Table 17: LSAT by LEOP Admission & DRP Status by Graduation Year
NOTE: Total number of students in each category are in parentheses.
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(b) 2012 Graduates
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(c) 2013 Graduates
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(d) 2014 Graduates
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(e) 2015 Graduates
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(f) 2016 Graduates
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(g) 2017 Graduates
Figure 5: 1st-Attempt Bar Passage by LGPA Decile, 2011-2017
NOTE: Data points are plotted at the left side of their decile (i.e. 90-100% is plotted at 90%). The bottom decile is
broken apart into four categories.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
bar courses 0.0500⇤ 0.0437⇤ 0.0376 0.0411
(2.49) (2.14) (1.88) (1.90)
bar courses forletter 0.0318 0.0188 0.0284 0.0224
(1.51) (0.84) (1.35) (0.97)
undergrad GPA 0.322⇤⇤ 0.324⇤⇤ 0.0702 0.0711
(3.20) (3.20) (0.73) (0.73)
undergrad top25 -0.109 -0.0757 -0.0548 -0.0335
(-0.68) (-0.47) (-0.38) (-0.23)
undergrad CSU 0.135 0.148 0.154 0.157
(1.29) (1.41) (1.66) (1.68)
undergrad UC -0.0951 -0.0889 0.00396 0.00895
(-1.34) (-1.24) (0.06) (0.14)
lsat score 0.0186⇤⇤ 0.0186⇤ 0.000867 0.000547
(2.61) (2.56) (0.12) (0.08)
DRP status -0.137 -0.142 -0.0730 -0.0717
(-1.42) (-1.45) (-0.84) (-0.80)
leop admit -0.105 -0.103 -0.0162 -0.0130
(-1.11) (-1.08) (-0.19) (-0.15)
transfer status 0.0153 0.0532 -0.115 -0.0658
(0.11) (0.38) (-0.85) (-0.49)
LGPA 0.826⇤⇤⇤ 0.826⇤⇤⇤ 0.819⇤⇤⇤ 0.820⇤⇤⇤
(7.97) (7.94) (6.51) (6.47)
conc civil -0.134 -0.134 -0.0689 -0.0785
(-0.90) (-0.89) (-0.44) (-0.50)
conc ip -0.254⇤ -0.265⇤ -0.296⇤ -0.314⇤
(-2.25) (-2.34) (-2.39) (-2.51)
conc crim 0.428⇤⇤ 0.444⇤⇤ 0.343⇤ 0.365⇤
(2.96) (3.07) (2.30) (2.44)
conc sjc -0.102 -0.140 -0.0840 -0.130
(-0.78) (-1.08) (-0.63) (-0.99)
conc envr 0.439 0.351 0.587 0.418
(1.03) (0.83) (1.31) (0.95)
conc govt 0 0 0 0
(.) (.) (.) (.)
conc hlth 0 0 0 0
(.) (.) (.) (.)
conc intl -0.130 -0.153 -0.104 -0.136
(-0.97) (-1.15) (-0.75) (-0.98)
conc tax -0.0302 -0.0223 -0.0963 -0.0882
(-0.16) (-0.11) (-0.45) (-0.40)
jud ext 0.0533 0.0614 0.0381 0.0522
(0.74) (0.86) (0.50) (0.68)
clinical courses 0.0143 0.0109 0.0259 0.0197
(0.85) (0.66) (1.43) (1.08)
leave of absence -0.211 -0.205 0.455 0.415
(-0.70) (-0.67) (1.01) (0.91)
study abroad -0.0416 -0.0314 -0.0708 -0.0682
(-0.28) (-0.21) (-0.48) (-0.45)
journal hastings -0.0630 -0.0531 -0.0236 -0.0170
(-0.77) (-0.65) (-0.28) (-0.20)
journal other -0.0610 -0.0633 -0.0490 -0.0480
(-1.00) (-1.03) (-0.77) (-0.74)
moot team 0.128 0.129 0.121 0.124
(1.83) (1.84) (1.70) (1.72)
cons 0.326⇤⇤ 0.476⇤⇤⇤ -3.574⇤⇤ -3.417⇤ -2.285⇤⇤⇤ -2.184⇤⇤⇤ -2.692⇤ -2.503⇤
(2.77) (5.09) (-2.77) (-2.60) (-6.52) (-6.36) (-2.25) (-2.06)
N 238 238 228 228 238 238 228 228
t statistics in parentheses⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001
Table 18: Regressing 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage on Coursework and Student At-
tributes, 2017 Graduates Only
24
(Non-LEOP) (Non-LEOP) (LEOP) (LEOP)
bar courses 0.0274 0.0280 0.136⇤ 0.227⇤⇤
(1.34) (1.33) (2.21) (3.16)
barbri complete 0.425⇤⇤ 0.385⇤⇤ 0.865⇤ 0.570
(3.34) (3.15) (2.68) (1.70)
kaplan complete 0.00682 0.0629 0.367 0.466
(0.04) (0.36) (1.10) (1.27)
themis complete 0.425⇤⇤ 0.313 0.860 0.213
(2.61) (1.95) (1.97) (0.45)
undergrad GPA 0.0266 -0.257
(0.27) (-0.63)
undergrad top25 -0.122 1.409⇤
(-0.80) (2.37)
undergrad CSU 0.119 0.793⇤
(1.19) (2.84)
undergrad UC 0.0165 0.436⇤
(0.24) (2.55)
lsat score -0.000510 -0.0427
(-0.07) (-1.46)
DRP status -0.0175 0.137
(-0.18) (0.55)
transfer status -0.213 0
(-1.65) (.)
LGPA 0.827⇤⇤⇤ 1.351⇤⇤
(5.93) (3.54)
jud ext 0.00701 0.329
(0.08) (1.62)
clinical courses 0.00875 0.189⇤
(0.46) (2.71)
leave of absence 0.843 0
(1.95) (.)
study abroad -0.0935 1.138
(-0.60) (2.09)
journal hastings -0.110 -0.105
(-1.21) (-0.44)
journal other -0.0633 -0.444⇤
(-0.90) (-2.58)
moot team 0.107 -0.145
(1.39) (-0.91)
cons 0.213 -2.463⇤ -0.858⇤ 1.309
(1.56) (-2.01) (-2.20) (0.26)
N 202 192 34 34
t statistics in parentheses⇤ p < 0.05, ⇤⇤ p < 0.01, ⇤⇤⇤ p < 0.001
Table 19: Regressing 1st-Attempt CA Bar Passage on Coursework and Bar Prepara-
tory Programs, 2017 Graduates Only, By LEOP Admission
25
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4.2 Bar Success – July 2017 Comparative Analysis
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
UC Hastings’ July 2017 pass rate for first time test takers overall was 61% and for first-
time test takers who were in the Class of 2017 was 62%, an 11-point improvement over our July 
2016 first-time pass rate, which put us 3% above the statewide increase in the overall pass rate of 
8% (from 43.07% in 2016 to 49.6% in 2017), but 8 points below the state average of 70% for 
ABA-accredited schools in 2017. Our pass rate improved substantially over the prior year despite 
an unusually severe transfer deficit and, relatedly, the relatively weaker metrics of the graduates 
who sat for the exam in July 2017 compared to July 2016. 
Nevertheless, our pass rate in 2017 left us ranked 14th in the state, exactly where we were 
last year, and below Santa Clara University (“SCU”), Loyola, Cal Western, Pepperdine, Chapman, 
and McGeorge.  Our May 2017 graduates underperformed in every testing format on the July 2017 
exam compared to the CA average for first-time test takers from other ABA-accredited schools. 
Compared to our own July 2016 performance, we improved on the MBE but fared less well on the 
essay questions. Among ABA-approved law schools in CA, our rank on the MBE portion of the 
exam was 15 in 2016 and 13 in 2017. Among ABA-approved law schools in CA, our rank on the 
essay portions of the exam was 13 in 2016 and 16 in 2017, below Southwestern and USF. Our 
graduates underperformed relative to the state average for peer schools in every tested subject and 
on every essay question. We did particularly poorly on MBE questions in Contracts, Civil 
Procedure, Property, and Torts. Our graduates did particularly poorly as well on the first essay 
questions, which involved Community Property. 
The following attachments provide additional detail and context: Exhibit A is the State 
Bar’s pass rate data for all law schools. Exhibits B and C are charts prepared by Academic and 
Professional Success Lecturer Margaret Greer. Exhibit B shows each ABA accredited law school’s 
relative standing with regards to its pass rate, MBE performance, and essay performance. A 
column that ranks the schools according to how much the school's pass rate increased is also 
included. Exhibit C shows the rank of each law school by MBE subject and essay question for 
2017. 
The combination of substantially improved performance in 2017 and our 14th place ranking 
among CA law schools is frustrating. I want to highlight two likely factors:   
• Time: We adopted a number of programmatic measures1 last year, which are being fully
implemented for the first time this year. These initiatives build on earlier programmatic
efforts, which, combined with successful retention efforts, should lead to continuing
improvement for the Class of 2018. But the full effect of our most recent changes will not
be seen until the Class of 2020 sits for the bar exam. SCU is about four years ahead of us
1 The term “programmatic measures” includes changes to the way we teach and support our students. We have 
implemented both curricular programmatic measures (involving or impacting the for-credit curriculum) and co-
curricular programmatic measures (including extra-curricular bar success support). In contrast, “non-programmatic” 
changes involve who is in the student population as a result of changes in policies designed to affect admissions or 
attrition. These are not terms of art. 
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in terms of reaping the benefits of similar interventions. 
• Non-Transfer Attrition: Some schools with admitted student metrics below ours appear to
be achieving relatively high bar pass rates in part via non-programmatic efforts, including
most notably “non-transfer attrition.” Attached as Exhibit D please find a memorandum by
Assistant Dean for Academic and Professional Success Stefano Moscato analyzing how
our competitors appear through some combination of academic disqualification, voluntary
attrition possibly linked to conditional scholarships, and advising to be moving their bottom
cohorts out of the July administration of the exam.2  Attached as Exhibit E is a chart Dean
Moscato prepared that provides additional data and context.
There is no silver bullet on bar success, though schools like SCU that are outperforming us 
appear to be aggressively using admissions policies and attrition to control who sits for the exam.  
That said, other law schools have adopted programmatic measures that could positively impact bar 
outcomes that we have not yet adopted, including: professionalized or full time writing faculty; 
full-year doctrinal courses in the 1L curriculum; more required upper division bar courses; 
relatively more expansive utilization of academic supervision, with more requirements associated 
with supervision; minimum grade requirements in upper division bar courses; relatively stiffer 
curves; and required for-credit bar prep classes.  For example, as I understand it, at SCU, which 
had a first-time bar pass rate in July 2017 of 79 percent:   
• There is a full-time writing faculty capable of reliably teaching legal analysis and thus
reinforcing what is taught in the classroom [currently, most UC Hastings writing classes
are taught by adjunct faculty];
• Students in the bottom half of the class are placed under academic supervision and required
to take a third semester legal analysis class paired with a doctrinal course (similar to our
Law & Process classes), all but two upper division bar classes, and SCU’s for-credit bar
prep course [whereas, at UC Hastings, only the bottom quartile is subject to academic
supervision, and the requirements imposed on them currently include a mandatory advising
session, a limit on the number of seminars that may be taken per semester, and a single for-
credit bar prep course in the 3L year];
• The mandatory curve is more severe than at UC Hastings, in that faculty at SCU are
required to give 8-12% grades of C- or below [whereas, at UC Hastings, the mandatory
curve requires 7-12% grades below B-];
• Students must also get a grade of C+ or above in at least four bar courses to graduate
[whereas, at UC Hastings, students need only receive a passing grade in required upper
division bar classes].
2 This year’s Academic Standards Committee is considering our disqualification threshold.  I have also put together a 
working group that Dean Moscato has graciously agreed to chair to study whether it is possible through advising to 
support our most at-risk students, e.g., via a seventh semester of law school that focuses on bar preparedness. 
  
AD Report – Comparative Analysis 3 
While we know SCU has adopted these measures, and that some other schools with students with 
similar entering metrics have adopted similar measures, we do not know the extent to which those 
measures have positively impacted bar outcomes, or impacted student morale or employment 
prospects.  
Moreover, we have adopted measures that sister law schools like Santa Clara have not yet 
adopted. For example, though some at SCU wanted to require something like our Sack modules in 
the 1L curriculum, the full faculty did not adopt that reform. Similarly, SCU faculty would not 
agree to require MBE-style questions in MBE-tested subjects or closed book exams in all bar 
subjects, which we have done, though nearly all faculty teaching bar courses have voluntarily 
adopted these testing methods at SCU.  
It is too soon to tell if we have gone far enough in terms of the measures we have taken to 
positively impact student success on the Bar Exam. Accompanying AD Report 4.3 identifies and 
preliminarily assesses programmatic, curricular initiatives implemented this year. 
EXHIBIT A 
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EXHIBIT D 
Stefano G. Moscato 
Assistant Dean for Academic and 
Professional Success / Lecturer in Law 
University of California 
Hastings College of the Law 
200 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
415.703.8289 
moscato@uchastings.edu 
www.uchastings.edu 
To:  Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
From:  Stefano Moscato, Asst. Dean for Academic and Professional Success 
Date:  January 3, 2018 
Re:  Analysis of CA Bar Exam Pass Rates 
Dear Morris, 
As you know, the July 2017 data we received from the California Bar places UC Hastings well 
below the 70% state average for first-time takers who are graduates of California’s ABA-
accredited law schools. I decided to take a closer look at that data, along with the Standard 509 
Information Reports1 submitted to the ABA, to get a better sense of why it might be that so many 
similarly-ranked (and lower-ranked) law schools seem to be outperforming us.  
I conclude that most every school that appears to be outperforming its metrics is doing so as a 
result of a variety of strategies unrelated to classroom instruction: (1) high academic 
disqualification rates; (2) other non-transfer attrition such as loss of performance-based 
scholarships; and (3) encouraging some graduates to “sit out” the July bar exam and either take 
another state’s exam or wait until February 2018 to take the California exam. It is also the case 
that the UC Hastings Class of 2017 lost high-performing students to transfer-out at orders of 
magnitude higher than any of our competitors, further skewing the comparative bar pass results.  
The following are the “adjusted” bar pass outcomes from my admittedly non-scientific formula 
that seeks to eliminate the effect of non-classroom strategies for improving bar passage,2 and 
“credits” schools for any transfer-out effect:3  
x McGeorge: The Class of 2017 had an entering median LSAT of just 151, but passed at a 
62% clip. But only 75% of the 152 students who started there in 2014 sat for the CA bar 
1 ABA Standard 509 requires each ABA-accredited law school to report annually (and publish on its website) certain 
data, including admissions data, conditional scholarships, enrollment data (including academic, transfer, and other 
attrition), employment outcomes, and bar passage data.  
2 On the assumption that most all students who did not sit for the July California bar exam as a result of one of these 
non-classroom strategies likely struggled academically, my formula estimates a 25% bar passage rate had those 
students remained in the CA bar-taking pool. That 25% rate is very conservative, given what we know about our 
weakest students’ great difficulty passing the bar exam on their first attempt: only 6 of 42 (i.e., 14.3%) of our May 2017 
UC Hastings graduates ranked in the bottom 20% of their class passed the July 2017 exam.  
3 I used a conservative estimate of 90% bar passage for transfer students; the true pass rate for those individuals was 
likely several points higher in 2017. 
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exam. Much of their bottom quartile was lopped off via non-transfer attrition (24 students). 
Historically only a handful of McGeorge grads take an out-of-state bar exam, but this year 
some 20 of their 132 graduates did not sit for the CA bar—which suggests that many of 
those grads were actively encouraged to either go out of state or wait until February. 
McGeorge had only 5 transfers out, so they did not lose much of their top-end talent. 
Adjusted pass rate: 50% 
x Cal Western: Their 65% pass rate is even more of a mirage than McGeorge’s. Only 54% 
of the 259 students who started there in 2014 ended up sitting for the July 2017 bar exam. 
Huge non-transfer attrition (59 students, i.e. almost 25% of the 1L class), plus more than 
50 grads (more than 25% of the graduating class) who did not sit for the CA bar. Only 6 
students transferred out. Adjusted pass rate: 42% 
x Chapman: A 156 LSAT median for its Class of 2017 suggests that its 64% pass rate was 
a relative success. But this school also has fairly high non-transfer attrition (21 of 169), and 
only 7 transfers out. Adjusted pass rate: 56% 
x Pepperdine (65%): Based on its incoming metrics (160 median LSAT), this is a school 
that would have been expected to slightly outperform us. Comparatively higher non-
transfer attrition than us (10 of 227), plus 35-40 grads who did not sit for the CA bar. A 
few (15) transfers out. Adjusted pass rate: 59% 
x Loyola (73%) eliminated 29 of 312 students through non-transfer attrition. Only 8 transfers 
out. Loyola’s 161/159/156 LSAT quartiles places it slightly ahead of us, and that’s exactly 
where they end up—Adjusted pass rate: 65% 
x Santa Clara’s 79% pass rate was surprising, especially given its current U.S. News 
ranking. But keep in mind that Santa Clara dramatically reduced its class size that year 
(154 students starting in 2014, down from 246 the previous year), thereby keeping a 
competitive class profile (75th percentile LSAT of 156, which is higher than ours). So this 
is a class that should have done fairly well on the bar exam, though still not 79% well. They 
got there via very high non-transfer attrition (21 of 154), plus another 15 or so grads who 
did not sit for the CA bar. Only 3 transfers out. Adjusted pass rate: 65% 
x University of San Diego: USD was the other big surprise at 78%. I would have predicted 
low 60’s based on its LSAT distribution (161/159/155). Fairly low attrition (12 of 223), 
but a huge number of grads did not sit for the CA bar (about 30 grads, which is 15% of the 
graduating class). Only 7 transfers out. After adjustment, they still come out pretty well—
Adjusted pass rate: 68% 
So where do we fit in? We lost only 9 of 323 via non-transfer attrition, and of course we had 43 
students transfer out of the Class of 2017. Only 14 graduates “sat out” the exam. That’s a wholly 
different set of circumstances than our sister law schools experienced, and makes our 62% pass 
rate a “true” measure of the average UC Hastings Class of 2017 student’s likelihood of passing the 
California Bar Exam. If we had done nothing more than eliminate struggling students from our 
bar-taking pool to the same extent as USD, Pepperdine and Santa Clara appear to have done, I 
January 3, 2018 
Page 3 of 3 
estimate that our July 2017 bar pass rate would instantly have jumped to somewhere between 68% 
and 71%. 
Of course no one out there (let alone U.S. News) will look beyond the reported pass rates, so this 
“adjusted” look is useful only as an internal measure of how well we are preparing our graduates 
to take the California bar exam. I am hopeful that our recent interventions give us a slight boost 
(especially among Q2-Q3 students), and keeping high-performing students here through retention 
scholarships will undoubtedly help too. But given the current makeup of our law students, the 
reality is that those who struggle in the classroom will continue to struggle on the bar exam.  
In short, our bar pass rate falls comparatively short in part because we have not encouraged non-
transfer attrition or otherwise given the most at-risk students a reason (e.g., an extra semester of 
support) to sit out the July administration of the exam.   
This memorandum should not be interpreted as offering any solutions or recommendations; it is 
meant only to ignite a conversation.  
Best, 
Stefano 
Stefano Moscato  
Assistant Dean for Academic and Professional Success 
UC Hastings College of the Law 
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4.3 Bar Success – Preliminarily Assessing AY17-18 Curricular Innovations
By Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
This year, the College is implementing a number of programmatic reforms aimed at 
improving the quality of our students’ educational experience and their bar exam outcomes. The 
attached report by Assistant Dean for Academic and Professional Success Stefano Moscato 
provides an in-depth, but preliminary and qualitative assessment of two of the most important 
reforms, the addition of full-unit Sack modules in 1L doctrinal classes and the scaling up of our 
“Law & Process” model of marrying doctrinal and skills instruction in the 2L year. The chart 
below provides a broader snapshot of our ongoing efforts.  
AY17-18 
Innovation 
Status Assessment 
Method 
Example Initial 
Evaluation 
Plans for 
Improvement 
Three upper 
division bar 
courses 
(Evidence, 
Crim Pro, 
and Con 
Law II), 
which were 
previously 
optional, are 
now 
required. 
This rule 
applies to 
students 
entering 
the JD 
program 
F17 and 
later. 
Quantitative 
(Bar Exam 
outcomes) 
NA NA NA 
The CR/NC 
option is 
eliminated 
in GPA 
courses. 
This 
applies to 
current 
2Ls and 
later-
admitted 
students. 
Quantitative 
(Bar Exam 
outcomes) 
NA NA NA 
Closed book 
exams are 
required in 
bar courses. 
Professors 
required to 
give 
closed 
book 
Qualitative 
(faculty 
member 
observations 
re quality of 
Anecdotally, 
faculty report 
that the 
quality of 
closed book 
NA NA 
e  
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exams in 
bar 
courses in 
F17 did so 
exams; 
student 
feedback); 
quantitative 
(Bar Exam 
outcomes) 
exam 
answers was 
surprisingly 
high, and that 
students were 
mostly able 
to state 
memorized 
rules. 
Students 
have not 
complained 
about the 
volume of 
extra work or 
the need to 
develop new 
memorization 
skills. 
Exams in 
MBE-tested 
subjects 
must 
include a 
mix of essay 
and MBE-
style 
questions. 
Professors 
in MBE-
tested 
subjects 
included 
multiple 
choice 
questions 
on their 
exams in 
F17. 
Qualitative 
(faculty 
member 
observations 
re quality of 
exams; 
student 
feedback);  
quantitative 
(Bar Exam 
outcomes) 
I observed 
some 
multiple 
choice 
questions that 
were not in 
the MBE 
style. Faculty 
reported 
seeing 
“splitters” 
(students 
who did well 
on essays and 
poorly on 
multiple 
choice). 
Students 
have reported 
a desire for 
more explicit 
instruction on 
MBE 
success.  
Faculty need to 
spend more time 
teaching MBE 
success in their 
MBE-tested 
subjects. 
We shared 
MBE resources 
with faculty 
and have 
encouraged all 
faculty in 
MBE-tested 
subjects to take 
necessary 
actions in their 
classrooms. 
Educational Policy Committee February 8, 2018 
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We 
removed 
one course 
from the 1L 
curriculum. 
Done Qualitative 
(student 
feedback re 
quality of 
spring 2018 
semester 
relative to 
prior years) 
1Ls this 
SP18 term 
seem more 
content and 
focused than 
they did last 
year. 
The reduction of 
a class in the 
spring term better 
aligns our 1L 
curriculum with 
other law 
schools’ 
curriculum and 
seems to have 
given students 
more space to 
focus; however, 
it is not yet clear 
if we removed 
the “right” course 
or made the best 
use of the extra 
units. 
NA 
We added 
one-unit 
Sack 
Modules to 
1L doctrinal 
classes in 
the Fall and 
Spring 
terms. 
Done See attached 
memo 
See attached 
memo 
My initial 
impressions are 
that the modules 
can benefit from 
greater 
uniformity of 
implementation, 
that the 
supporting text 
needs to be better 
curated and 
integrated into 
the courses, that 
the quality of the 
exercises will 
improve as they 
mature, and that 
this innovation 
will be most 
effective if 
instruction is 
mirrored by 
similarly 
coordinated legal 
analysis 
We already 
moved quickly 
to beef up 
MBE 
instruction in 
Sack modules 
based on 
qualitative 
assessments of 
F17 exams. 
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instruction in 
LWR. All that 
said, I think this 
is one of the most 
important 
innovations we 
made this year, 
and that the 
program is 
scaling up nicely 
from its inception 
two years ago. 
We added 
new “Law 
& Process” 
courses 
aimed at 
reinforcing 
2Ls’ legal 
analysis and 
exam 
writing 
skills. 
See 
attached 
memo 
See attached 
memo 
See attached 
memo 
These courses are 
increasingly 
popular with 
students. They 
are relatively far 
more resource 
intensive than are 
traditional upper 
division bar 
courses because 
they involve 
smaller classes 
and require 
unusually high 
levels of 
feedback by 
faculty. 
NA 
We added 
new Critical 
Studies 
courses for 
3Ls (Critical 
Studies II, 
re MBE, 
now for two 
units, and 
Critical 
Studies III, 
re non-MBE 
bar-tested 
Critical 
Studies II 
was 
offered 
F17 and is 
being 
offered 
again 
SP18. 
Critical 
Studies III 
is being 
offered for 
Qualitative 
assessment 
(review of 
classes by 
other 
faculty; 
PACE); 
quantitative 
(Bar Exam 
outcomes) 
PACE 
evaluations 
of Critical 
Studies II 
were 
positive. 
The proof is in 
the pudding on 
this course – we 
need quantitative 
outcomes 
assessment, 
which we will get 
when we receive 
July 2018 Bar 
Exam outcomes. 
SCU uses the 
same instructor 
we do 
(Fromm); 
some sister 
schools 
collaborate 
with  
“Adaptibar,” 
which provides 
prior-MBE 
questions, and 
we are 
  
AD Report – Assessing AY17-18 Curricular Innovations 5 
courses and 
essay 
writing); all 
Critical 
Studies 
classes are 
now for a 
non-GPA 
grade. 
the first 
time SP18. 
reflecting on 
whether it 
makes sense to 
do so here. 
In addition to the foregoing programmatic reforms, we are working to change the teaching 
culture at UC Hastings, by better rewarding excellence in teaching; talking explicitly and regularly 
about classroom instruction, formative assessment and individualized feedback; providing 
“teaching colloquia” to faculty; and asking faculty to report regarding their efforts on this front. 
Faculty act on this kind of cultural change in so many different ways – from spending more time 
in class on hypotheticals and practice MBE questions to giving midterms or ungraded writing 
assignments – that it is difficult to either track or assess. Qualitatively, I sense a sea change, 
including among faculty who have been teaching for a long time and are among our most 
productive and engaged scholars. But the administration needs to continue to nurture this 
movement. 
We are also working to more consciously align course substantive coverage with the Bar 
Exam. Faculty have split into working groups to create issues lists of topics that should be covered 
in each bar-tested subject. This is a continuation of prior-year efforts, though this year each group 
is creating and sharing an actual report on the Faculty Resource Page. The effort will play out 
differently in each faculty member’s course, but the conversations are focusing faculty attention 
on the Bar Exam and generating important discussions about how we allocate limited space in our 
classes, the relative importance of breadth versus depth, the importance of teaching students how 
to do legal analysis for practice or for the bar (the former of which emphasizes case analysis and 
analogical reasoning, and the latter of which does not), and the relative weight to be accorded to 
teaching doctrine versus teaching skills. 
Co-curricular initiatives (e.g., Orientation, not-for-credit bar success initiatives) are beyond 
the scope of this report. 
Stefano G. Moscato 
Assistant Dean for Academic and 
Professional Success / Lecturer in Law 
University of California 
Hastings College of the Law 
200 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
415.703.8289 
moscato@uchastings.edu 
www.uchastings.edu 
To: Morris Ratner, Academic Dean 
From:  Stefano Moscato, Asst. Dean for Academic and Professional Success 
Date:  January 24, 2018 
Re:  Preliminary and Qualitative Assessment of 1L Legal Analysis Module and Upper-
Division “Law & Process” Curriculum 
The purpose of this memorandum is to report on our preliminary efforts to assess the 
efficacy of two academic success interventions we rolled out in the last year: (1) the 1L Legal 
Analysis Module (a.k.a. the “Sack” Program); and (2) the “Law & Process” versions of upper-
division bar-tested subjects designed to reinforce core academic skills, including especially legal 
analysis and exam writing. 
Though we of course have not yet been able to do quantitative assessments (as measured 
by ultimate Bar Exam outcomes) of the academic skills instruction students received via either of 
these interventions, we did ask students for their qualitative feedback of both. In addition, faculty 
teaching in these courses have exchanged anecdotal reports of their own preliminary assessments 
of these academic success interventions. The results of the student surveys and faculty anecdotes 
are summarized below. 
1. Fall 2017 1L Sack Module Programming
The revamped 1L curriculum we launched this academic year designates one doctrinal
course each semester that includes a full credit-hour of academic skills instruction. These academic 
skills modules, which we colloquially refer to as the “Sack Modules,”1 are fully embedded in the 
associated doctrinal course.  
Each of the Fall 2017 Sack professors2 was supported by an Academic & Professional 
Success Lecturer3 who assisted with the design and implementation of the Sack modules, as well 
as by a team of Sack Teaching Fellows—successful upper-division students who were tasked with 
1 We refer to these as the “Sack modules” in honor of Prof. Jerome Sack (’48), whose students created a teaching 
assistant fund in his memory to celebrate his dedication to teaching law. 
2 The Fall 2017 Sack professors were David Takacs (Torts/Foltz Inn), Zach Price (Civil Procedure/Manuel Inn), 
Stefano Moscato (Civil Procedure/Moscone Inn), and Aaron Rappaport (Criminal Law/Traynor Inn).  
3 Academic & Professional Success Lecturers Juan Carlos Ibarra and Jennifer Freeland each were paired with two 
Sack sections: Freeland with Foltz (Takacs) and Traynor (Rappaport), and Ibarra with Manuel (Price) and Moscone 
(Moscato). 
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providing students personalized oral and written feedback on at least two writing assignments. 
Some Sack Fellows also participated in supervising group active learning exercises, sharing their 
experiences with (and overcoming) 1L stress, and providing outlining and studying tips. 
We created the program with an eye toward methodically cultivating all students’ legal 
reasoning, writing and analysis skills and demystifying the 1L year. The Sack professors were 
given discretion in designing and implementing the academic skills module into the course as he 
or she saw fit, resulting in some variation across Sack courses in terms of content and sequencing 
of the skills instruction. And because Sack professors used doctrine they were teaching in the 
course as the vehicle for the active learning exercises, there naturally were variations in focus. But 
ultimately, each Sack professor was able to fully integrate the Sack Module’s core elements into 
their own course—i.e., each Sack course included explicit instruction in legal reasoning and 
analysis, course outlining, exam outlining, exam writing, and MBE-like multiple-choice test taking 
skills.  
At the end of the Fall 2017 semester, we surveyed students (by way of a Qualtrics survey) 
on the forgoing core components of the Sack program. Students had an overwhelmingly positive 
impression of the program, reporting that the academic skills instruction helped them understand 
how to do legal analysis, helped them understand how to write more effectively, gave them tools 
to digest the course material and synthesize it into a useful study tool, and generally helped them 
feel better about the experience of being a 1L. Student comments suggest that they were most 
appreciative of the opportunity to practice and get individualized feedback on their writing 
assignments—indeed, almost half of them would have liked even more chances to do essays and 
get feedback, and their biggest “complaint” about the writing assignments was that they wished 
they had more 1:1 time (and/or group discussion sessions) with their Sack Fellows.   
Another hugely successful byproduct of the Sack modules was that students became 
familiar with the Academic & Professional Success Lecturers assigned to their courses. One of the 
Lecturers’ job responsibilities is to serve as their Sack section students’ first-line resource for 1:1 
academic support. They hold regular office hours, helping students to self-assess and providing 
feedback on their class preparation materials and course outlines. Approximately half of the 
students surveyed reported that they had taken advantage of that resource, and those who did were 
nearly unanimous in rating those experiences to have been “excellent.”  
Faculty who taught the Fall 2017 Sack courses recently met to debrief on their experiences 
with the rollout of the Sack program. All were adamant that the explicit academic skills instruction 
is a vital component of the 1L curriculum, and most reported improved performance on exams 
across the 1L class, especially with the analytical structure of most essay answers (i.e., using 
IRAC) and with students’ capacity to recall doctrine in a closed-book setting. On the other hand, 
some saw continuing deficits in application of law to facts—i.e., many students continue to have 
trouble fully articulating the reasons that support their conclusions and explaining the legal 
relevance of key facts. 
Note that all Fall 2017 1L faculty soon will be meeting to discuss exam outcomes, which 
hopefully will help us assess how well students were able to transfer the academic skills lessons 
learned in a Sack course to their other courses.  
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2. “Law & Process” Courses
The “Law & Process” versions of upper-division bar-tested doctrinal courses are a big
piece of what we are trying to do to bridge skills instruction between the 1L and 3L years. We now 
have the Sack Modules and the normal emphasis on academic skills in 1L classes. Our 2L students 
have access to an expanding menu of “Critical Studies” courses that focus on Bar Exam 
preparation. The Law & Process classes are the main vehicle by which we are seeking to ensure 
that 2L students have options for reinforcing core academic skills, including especially legal 
analysis and exam writing. Though these courses are not exclusively for 2Ls, we are using advising 
opportunities to especially encourage 2Ls, including at-risk students, to take them, and are giving 
2Ls priority in registration for them. 
The defining features of a Law & Process course are a small, intimate setting (fewer than 
30 students) where students receive frequent individualized feedback on their analytical writing 
and regularly tackle oral and written problems. The emphasis on individualized formative 
assessment provides repeated opportunities for students to work on enhancing their abilities to read 
and synthesize cases, formulate effective legal arguments, and write exam answers that adhere to 
the IRAC organizational framework. Law & Process faculty4 also periodically allocate class time 
for collaboratively synthesizing and reviewing the material. The in-class writing and legal analysis 
instruction is fully integrated, meaning that a single faculty member teaches all aspects of the 
course, including both doctrine and skills.5 
To date, we have offered Law & Process sections of Civil Procedure II (Spring 2017), 
Applied Wills & Trusts (Fall 2017), and Constitutional Law II (Fall 2017). This semester, we 
added two sections of Remedies and one section of Torts II to the Law & Process menu.  
Though we did not formally assess the original Civil Procedure II: Law & Process course 
offered in Spring 2017, student feedback on PACE evaluations for that course were uniformly 
positive about the hybrid doctrinal/skills structure. Students recognized that the model is “designed 
to help students keep up with the material, ascertain potential areas of ambiguity, and work on 
areas which need improvement,” and reported that the opportunity to receive feedback on multiple 
writing exercises “provides a great opportunity to improve legal writing with an eye toward the 
Bar exam, while gaining a deepened understanding of [the doctrine].” Of the four 3L students who 
took the course, three passed the July 2017 California bar exam, and the one student who failed 
wrote afterwards that “I truly believe that if I had had more classes like that, especially my 3L 
year, I would have been better prepared to pass the exam.” 
We did do Qualtrics surveys in the two Fall 2017 Law & Process courses (Constitutional 
Law II and Applied Wills & Trusts) explicitly focused on asking students about the hybrid 
doctrinal/skills structure of the courses, and that feedback also was overwhelmingly positive. 
Students pointed to the opportunity to get individualized feedback from the professor as the most 
4 Faculty who have taught (and/or are currently teaching) Law & Process courses thus far are Stefano Moscato, 
Lois Schwartz, Betsy Candler, and David Jung.  
5 Note that Juan Carlos Ibarra co-taught Applied Wills & Trusts: Law & Process with Lois Schwartz in Fall 2017 
as a precursor to teaching the course on his own beginning in Fall 2018. 
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appreciated feature of a Law & Process course, with the opportunity to learn bar-tested doctrinal 
material in an intimate, interactive setting coming in a close second. “Please offer more Law & 
Process courses” was an oft-repeated comment, as were comments along the lines of “The ability 
to apply the material before the final is very helpful in helping me learn the material as well as 
figure out aspects of the material I don't understand. The feedback is also very helpful in allowing 
me to see what I can do better, and will definitely help me in my preparation for the final exam.”  
Best, 
Stefano 
Stefano Moscato  
Assistant Dean for Academic and Professional Success 
UC Hastings College of the Law 
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